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Ibregoing oT^otions we meet by declaring that the 

• -/ifereme Brahma himsalf is here set forth as the object of wor- 

shin V the attri^es » mental, »» &c. Wh^^? Becaus# of the , 
w# known inirfo^fon evcrjrwheTO. That which is well knowUy 
- in all the Vedanta Ws, namely, the import of the worABrah- 

• ma being the*Caiise of the Universe, is here also observed at the 
^rdium of the sentence, viz. “ This .Total verily is Brahma.” 
It is reasonable to hold tiiat the same is inculcated as dis- 

'C^nguished by the attributes “ mental,” &o. . By this exposi- 

• tion, the loss of the real subject and the fabrication of an unreal 
' * ’one, will be averted. But has it hot been alleged, that m 

'" the exordium of the sentence, Brahma is mentioned only with 

* the intention of laying down the duty of tranquillity , not with 
the intention of declaring His essence? To tlus^the reply iSj,_ 
that although Brahma is mentioned with the intention of lay- 
iilg down the duty of tranquillity, yet on the attributes “ men- 
tal,” &o., being set forth, the same Brahma ^ecomes [referret^ 
^ to as] contiguous. The animating soul is neither contiguous 
(exprSssly), nor can it be reached by any word in the text. 
Hence the incongruity (of the above allegation about the 
animatiug soul). 


2.^^ecaxjse also of consistency with the qualities 1N^ 


TENOKl) to he set FOHTH. 


“ Intended tb be sot forth” moans “ desired to bo uttered.” 
Atthough in tho Vedas, which arc not the product of any person’s 
con^osition, there cannot be, owing to tho want of a speaker (i. c. 
author), any desired souse (or purport), yet such is ascribed (to 
^hem) by (the consideration of) acceptable results. For m the 
woiid, whatever appeal's acceptable as tho moaning of a word is 
called the intention (^f the author). Whatever is unaccept- 
able is (considered) not the intention (or purport). Likewise 
in i\e Vedas too, that arhioh is signiHod acceptably, becomes 
tho intended sense or purpose. That which is otherwise, is held 
to be not the intended senSb. Tho acceptable or unacceptable 
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evidAit. Nor is it on invariable rule, that a diperent object 
may l^e imputed only to an object situuted bofqfe you. For to 
the sky, though uuevident or invisible, oluldren impute supe»^ 
ficial blueness, &o.^ Therefore tCe imputation of which .is 
not tile spirit to the animating soul is i&possible. 

Learned men call this imputation, thus defined, Ignortjpce,* 
and the apprehension of substantial ^essence By discrinRnation 
they caU Knowledge. Such being the case where there is an 
imputation of an 3 rthing, it is not in the least aifocjtod by ^e 
fault or merit caused by smih imputation. All who deal practi- 
cally witli proof and provable, whether popnliir, [/. a. depending 
on natural reason] or Yedic [/. e. depending on authority] 
commence as a premiss with this imputation of the Spirit and 
the No-spirit to each other, known os the product of Ign(U(9ttiiii« 
For all the Sastras have injunction or prohibition or Emancipa- 
tion for their object. But how can Perccpticm and other proofs, 
and Sastras, be held as objects consisting in Ignorance ? or (con-^ 
versely) how can objects consisting in Ignorance bo lield as 
Perception and other proofs, or Sastras either ? Answer — 
cause there can be no proving, or observation, and deduction, 
on the part of one, destitute of the fancy that the body and 
organs are “ Myself and Mine for in such a i^aso no effort at 
proof or observation and deduction is conceivable. No practice 
of Perception, &o., can, in truth, take place without recoyse to 
the organs of sense. Nor without a reoepta^o for the organs 
(or body), can there be any act. Neither does a person act with 
a body to which the existence of Spirit (or self) is not imputed. 
Nor again in the absence of all this can the unattached Spirit 
be a receptacle of right apprehension.. Neither can th^o be any* 
scope for proof in the destitution of such a receptacle of right ap- 
prehension. Therefore objects consisting in Ignorance are them- 
selves Perception and other proofs, and Sastras also. And because 

• • 

jividi/d. This Ij^norancc dots not imply a mure want of knowledge, 
the existence of a conceit of kniWlcdgu which is false — not uuliko 
^he *Ayvo(a of Plato ro firj Karci$dra ri Sokciv ciScVai. Sophist. 229. 0. 



the case is lieiy common with the brute creation. J ust as the teutes 
in connection ^th the ear and other senses, on getting a sensa- 
tion of sound, &c., recede when it is hostile, and proceed 
when it V friendly — as also *on •perceiviif| a person before 
them, stick in hand,*th6y^ begin to run away, thinking, ^ This 
perscji wishes to strike me,” but on perceiving one with fresh 
grass In hand, Iface him^ so men also, tlwugh endowed with 
intelligence, when they perceive strong persons, fierce in their 
lopks, and proceeding with hostile cries, sword in hand, recede 
from them, but go up and meet others that are in a contrary 
attitude. Therefore the practice of men in matters of proof and 
provable is the same with the brute creation. The practice of 
the brutes with^reference to perception and other sensations, is well 
J rTMmnx to be without discrimination or thought. Owing to a 
community of sensation, the practice of men, though gifted with 
intelligence, is also, in respect of Perception, &c., for the moment 
ascertained to be similar. But in Sastric practice, although the 
agent, not ignorant of the relation of the spirit with the next 
world, acts intelligently, yet that which is revealed in the 
Vedant — i, e, the Spirit, sheer truth, above the feeling of hunger 
and thirst, not subject to the distinction of Brahmin, Kshetriya, 
&c., not a (mere) fleeter* (/. e, not of the world) is not dependant 
on acts or eoremonies — ^because of its incongniity (with such 
ceremonies) and of its opposition to acts. Previous to such 
spiritualt knowlccfge, the du’ccting Sastra does not transcend the 
condition of an object consisting in Ignorance. For the texts 
“ Lei a Brahmin offer sacrifices, &c.,” [can only] prevail by 
countenancing the imputation to the Spirit of distinctive castes, 
•stages, a^es, conditions, &c. We have (already) said, that Im- 
piitatien implies the notion of something in that which is not 
tliat thing.t For instance when one, on his son, wife, and 

* who repeatedly passes through the world. 

t Or self-knowledge. 

A very felicitous expression equivalent to rd 

crepov So^o^civ. 
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others being unsound or whole (in body), imputes [sy^mpatheti 
oallj^ to himself the same external attributes 4dy saying, I an 
myself unsound whole,” Sg also (does he impute to himsbl 
or the Spirit) the attributes of the body— thus ; I am flit,’ 
“I rfm thin,” “ I am fair,” “I stand* ^ I go,” “I pass over.* 
So also the attributes of the organs, thus : “ I am dumb, or uu 
manly, or deaf, or^ne-eyed, or bliijd.” Likewise the attribute 
of the mind, such as desire, intention, hesitation, perseverance 
Also after imputing (the subjective) indicated by the first per 
sonak pronoun to the animating spirit, observant of all tin 
movements of the mind, he again imputes, conversely, him, th' 
animating spirit, all observant, to the mind, &o. Thus is thi 
inherent imputation without beginning and without end. Ii 
is a knowledge produced by error — ^it is the inducer of thb^M 
of agents and patients — ^it is borne out by all pqpular oyidencc 
The whole Vedanta undertakes the manifestation of the know 
ledge of the Spirit’s unity for the purpose of destroying thi 
source of [all] mischief [L e* the above popular error]. That thi 
is the purport of all Vedanta texts, we sliall show in this SSlIri 
raka Mimfesd. The following is the first Sutra of the Veddnti 
Mimansd Sastra which we desire to expound. 

I. — Then therefore BllAIIM/i-INQUISITIVEyESS. 

There (in the Sutra) the word “ atha” or “ then” is receivec 
in the sense of succession — ^not of undertaking — ^because Brah 
ma-inquisitiveness is incapable of being undertaken, and becausi 
there is no connection of an auspicious sense with the meaning 
of the sentence. The word atha,” though of another sense 
serves by«the sound (or enunciation) the purpose of "^pi< 
dous particle. Because also of a desideratum in the preli&xi 
naxji^ubject, the sense qf sucoe^ion is unavoidable for its corn* 
pletion. The particle then being one of succession, it is necessarj 
to declare what Brahma-inquisitiveness requires os its regulai 
jpsluninaries, just as Dnty-inquidtiveness requires as a ruk 
bhe reafling of the Vedas. 
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The sttidy of the Vedas is a general antecedent [qualifica- 
tion]. But thenpis th^ cqpiprehension of proscribed acts ^ere . 
the especial antecedent [qualifjpation] ? no means— be- 
caiftie even •before Duty-inquisitivUness, Braliiua-inquisitive- 
nesB is possible in one^fiat hits studied the Vodtinta. Nor is 
, there order [of succession] hero intended to be declared, as 
there is in the rule of succession in the cuitiifg out [first] of the 
heart and [then of the] otlier [limbs of the sacrifieial victim] 
for^thoro) an order was to be declared — [and] because there is no 
proof in the [n^speotive] inquisitivenesses of Duty and Brahma, 
that the one is a member of, or requisite qualification for, the 
other. Also because of a dilfiu’cnce in the fruits and objects of 
inquiry. The Jvnovvledgo of Duty has for its fruit the enjoy- 
objects,* ifnd that (again) is dopeiidont on obser- 
vances., But the knowledge of Brahma has eternal emancipa- 

* tion for its fruit — nt)r is thtit dependent on any other obser- 
Waiieos. [Tlie merit of] Duty as an object of inquiry is future 
— it is not in being at the moment of knowledge, because it is 
depend ('lit on personal acts [which arc to bo performed after 
the coinpr(*h('usion of duty]. But here [tlio ali^ady] existent 
Brahma is tlu^. object of inquiry, because it is eternal and not 
dependent on personal acts. Also because of a difference in 
the directidn of the [respective] precepts. The precept, which 
is the defiuifcioutifjPiity, enlightens an individual, f enjoining 
him to its own object [the observance of ceremonies], but the 
Brahma-proct'pt rests contented with only enlightening the 
individual, because enlightenment is the effect of precept, but 
the individual is not enjoined in the enlightenment [?'. e, 
*therqr is U€ inj unction connected with it], J ust as the onligliten- 
ment oT an object by contact with the sight — so it is. There- 

• fore Bometliing is now to be declared^ [as a preliminary] after 

which Brfdmia-inquisitiveness is laid down [by the author of 
the Sutra]. . • ^ 

Goviiulaiiauda dffines this f ^ which clearly 
equal to the ifioinj ot' I’hilobiis. 
t The Asiai ic Society's edition has an incorrect reading here 
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[Wliat is it P] Answer. — Discrimination of, eternal and 
noii-etemal substances. Aversion to tlie^ enjoj^mont of fruits 
*liere and hereafter. The acconij)lishnient of the [six] exorcises 
of mental subjugation, bodily restraint, &c., and » desire •of 
libera4;ion. After those preliininarie8,*i1f is •possible, even boforo 
Duty-inquisitiveness, and [of course] after it too, to inquiro^aftor 
Brahma and also to^know it — ^but njt otherwise. ThoroTore by 
the word “ atha’’ or “ then,” succession after the accomplish- 
ment of the [antecedent] exercises, as stated above, is taught# 

Tlie word “ atas” or “ then'fore,” signifies the cause or reason. 
Whereas the Veda itself represents the transiontnoss of the 
fruits of burnt offerings and other exorcises for the attainment 
of prosperity — as for instance the texts “Here [in this world] 
the enjoyment gained by works decays — so jiiso in tlio next 
the enjoyment gained by merit decays,”* &o. and also at tlm same 
time exhibits the supremo goodf to bo fronu the knowledge of 
Brahma, as in the ti'xt “ Tho knowor of Bralima attains the# 
supremo [good]+” — therefore after the accomplishment of tlio 
exercises as stated above. Brahma-inquisitiveness is to bo enter- 
tained. 

Brahma-inquisitiveness means inquisitive.icss after Brah- 
ma. The definition of Brahma will bo presently given, “ From 
whom the Production, &o. of this.” Tlieroforo otlieik meanings 
of the word Brahma such as (the Brahmin) caste, &c., aro not 
here to be apprehended. Brahmanas” [tlie compound being a 
genitive tat-puruslia] is genitive in the objective sense, not that 
of relatiiui [or subjcMitiveness] — for inquisitiveness must have an 
object of inquiry and no other object is pointed out. “ But oven 
, if the genjjbive were taken in the sense of relation, the j)bjective-* 

• 

* Chhandogya 638. is here held by Sankara to mean ^ 

j- 4 literally, thip supreme object of tlie soul=Tttytt^di/ or 

nmm honum, or to apitjrov as when stating the question between Pleasure 
and Wisdom, Plato says : o‘ir6T4pov avroiv too upiVrov (vyyeviarkpov. 
jmehm, 65 B. * * 

^ I Tait&iiya, p. 61, 



ness of B^ahraa would not bo excluded, for a general relftion 
may involve an ^specijl object. Will you say that to give up 
tie evident objectiveness of Brahma, and, hy the door of a 
general relation, to fabricate an implied objective would bo vain 
labour P But I tell you*lt* will not be vain — because in Bmhma 
ther(^are involved endless propositions for discussion, [which 
otherwise would te exclude^].’’ To thig objection it is answered 
— ^Not so — because in the reception of the chief are virtually 
iiiiluded all those that are dependent on it. Brahma is the 
chief, for it is the most desirable object of apprehension by know- 
ledge. That chief being accepted as the object of inquisitive- 
ness, those are virtually ineduded without inquiring into which 
there can bo nq inquiry into Brahma, and thus they do not re- 
be inserted 4n a separate sutra. Just as by the saying 
‘‘ the king is marching,” tlie marching of the king with his 
retinue is [virtually] mentioned — so it is here. [The genitive 
•is in the sense of tlie objective] also because of its consistency 
with the Veda. The text From whom those creatures are 
pf<!)Uuced...lIim inquire into — lie is Brahma” manifestly set 
forth Brahma as the object of the inquisitiveness. The Sutra 
[only] follows the same sense by taking the genitive in the 
objective sense. Tlicrefore “ Brahmanas” is genitive in the 
objective s^nse. 

Inquisitiveness jncans desire of knowledge. Knowledge up 
to comprehension is the object of the desire expressed by the 
desiderativo affix san, because it is the end of the desire. Brah- 
ma is a desirable object of comprehension by approved know- 
ledge. The comprehension of Brahma is indeed the object of 
*the *ipul— t because it destroys endless evils such as Ignorance, the 
seed of the world. Therefore Brahma is to be inquired into. 

Now again, is that Brahma manifest pr non-manifest ? If mani- 
fest, it does not require to bo inquired into. If non-manifest, 
it cannot bo inquired into. To this objection it is answered : 
Manifest is Brahma, eternal,* pure, intelligent, free-naturod, 
knowing, endowed with all power. For the word Braltma has^ 



oiymologifally tho soiiso of* oteniity, piuity, itc., bdmiue it fol- 
Jows tl;ie senso of the vitI) bvih. Tlio ^‘xifttoiico’^ of Bralniia is 
also luauilbst bocai^o of its being the spirit or self of all. Eveiy 
Olio indeed believes in the existence of the spjrit or sellf and luit 
tliat “T! am not.” If the existorfee of the spirit wore in)t mani- 
fest, every one would believe (or say) I am pot.” N(pv* the 
s])irit is Brahma. ‘ • » 

But if Brahma is manifest in the world as spirit, then tlio 
objection recurs, that it is already known, and does not rctpiifo 
to be inquired into. Not so. For there is a conflict of opinions as 
to its special nature. Men, (li‘stilatc of the Sastra, and tlie 
Lokayatikas [a sect of BuddliistsJ In'lievo ilio soul fo ])e nothing 
more tliaii the body [or pliysi<*al organization J imdowed with 
sentieneo. Others say, the organs being scmtioift are tlie nisei vesTliIT 
soul. Others again, the Mind. Some say, it is only a moiiKMitary 
notion^ Others, the Vacuum. Others again maintain, there is, be- 
sides the body and its numibiTs, a llecdcT bothagemi and patnmt. 
»Some, tliat it is oidy palient, not agent. Some say, it is, be- 
sides that, (rod, all knowing and all iiowijrful. Otliers agarn 
maintain, that is tlie spirit of the patient. Thus a,ri) there 
many divcTse oj»Inions ri'sling on reason and sastric texts, and 
the semblance of botli. Under these eircu instances f>ne that 
may, without consideration, take up any of these nolions may 
be barred from (denial emancJjiation, and m'»^*oome to (wil. 
Therefore, by s(dfi I ig fortli Bralinia-inquisitiveness, tin* sottle- 
ment of tlie Vedanta t(‘xts, aided by arguments not Iiostile to 
tlumi, is undt*rtaken as tin.* requisib? of eternal Emau(!ij)ation. 

It has been said llrahma is to bo impiinMl into. Now what 
is the delinilion of Brahma ‘f To this tluj illustrious .*iuth(^ of 
the 8iitra says : 

FjW)M AVIIOM TIIK I’HODI CTION SiV. OK THIS. 

Jaimia or prodindion is tln^ lirst of the seritjs [indi(jat(Ml by the 
i(cc.] ^Itisthusan inclusive l^diuvrihi c*ompound, expressing the 
(ptwiMhjation (of that sc'riesj. The coifipound implies Production," 
yontiiiuanc(‘ and Dissolution. The priority of Ih-odimtion d( 3 - 
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pends on« Vedio statement as well as on the (necessaay) condition 
of a substance/ Thd statement is to this effect, l^cause^ 

we see the (serial) order ofe Production^, Continuance and 
ffissolution in the ^ text “Prom* whom these creatures ore 

• n • 

produced &o.”* The (very) condition of a substance ffnplies 
the l?am^) becau^ of the incidence of continuance and dissolution 
to a subject which by prochiction has obtained entity. “ Asya’’ 
(of this,) has reference by the force of the [demonstrative] 
i^am to the subject presented just before us by Per(3eption <fec. 
The genitive implies the subject of the attributes of which 
Production is the,first in the series. “ Yatas ” (from whom) 
refers to the cause. 

The purporfr of the expressions is this : that all kno\ving and 
*^11 powerful Cause from which come the Production, Coiitinuanoe, 
and Dissolution of this Universe, modified by name and form, 
containing many agents and patients, the repository of actions 
^ and effects, having mutually adapted spaces, times, and causes, 
and the form of whose arrangement cannot be conceived even by 
the mind, isl3rahm/i- Production, Continuance and Destruction 
are (only) mentioned here, because the other changes of state in 
entities are included in those three. If (the six states) Pro- 
duction, Being, t^c. mentioned by Ydska were here received, 
then one miglit suspect that since those states were only pos- 
sible' during the «5ontinuance of the Universe, the Production, 
Continuance and Destruction of the Universe were not held as 
from tlie (First or) original cause. Tliereforo to preclude such 
suspicion, the tliree (above-mentioned) are only received L e, 
^the Production which is from Brahma, and the Continuance and 
DJisdoluthin which are in the same. Nor can the Production ' 
&o. of the Universe, qualified as above, proceed from any other 
(cause) wlietlier it be unsentient Pi\«lliana, or Atoms, or non- 
entity, or a fleeting agent, ^ave and except a God qualified as 
above. Nor yet of itself, for here peculiar spaces, times^ and 
causes, ore wanted. - 


* Taittiriya, 132. 



u 


Bift [some] asserters of a Divine cause think that^thisis a mere 
logicaynference to establish the existei^oe ef a Gk)d other than 
a fleeting one. Is^hat (/. e. In^rence) set up here too in the 
Sutra Prom whom the ftoduotion &o. P” By ifb mearili. 
For the object of the Sutras is to wea^ a wreath of Vedanta 
texts. The Vedanta texts, illustrated by the Sutras, are incea- 
lity discussed here. The,knowledge ef Brahma is consummated 
by the purport of the meaning of texts after discussion : it is 
not consummated by Inference or any other instrument ht 
accurate knowledge. But though the Vedanta texts are the 
authoritative setters forth of the cause of the Dni verse’s pro- 
duction &o.— for the greater confirniation of their sense neither 
is Inference, when unopposed as a proof, to Vedanta texts, ex- 
cluded. For Bie Veda itself allows argutaentation.* ThifB^ 
[the Spirit] “ is to be heard of, cogitated, &c.” “ The instructed 
and intelligent may get into Gandh4ra, so hete the person who 
has an instructor gets knowledge.’^t Thus the Veda itself 
shows the help which human intelligence imparts to Scripture. 

The Vedas &c. are not sole^roof in the inquiry into Brahina, 
as is the case in the inquiry into Duty, But here Veda &o. and 
also personal comprehension &c. are, as far as they are adequate, — 
proofs. For the knowledge of Brahma is perfected by personal 
comprehension, and because its object is an existing substance. In 
things to be done, no intellectual comprehensj^^if is necessary ; 
hence the Scriptures &c. are alone proof. Also bc3cause things 

to be done depend on personal acts or wills for their completion. 

• 

* The Edition of Ananda Chandra Yedantavdgisa adds the word 
** as an auxiliary.” 

t Chhandofya, p. 459. The story to which this text allude, is^h|t 
of a person who was blind-folded and abducted by robbers from his 
native coiintr; , Gandhdra, and^ left helpless in the woods, suffering from 
hunger and thirst, and every moment in danger of being devoured by wild 
beasts^ His eyes were at last opened by a Ifind-hearted traveller, conversaut 
with the geography of the place, wHo showed him the way to his country 
SrfiSe the Jearned instructor enlightens those who are lost in the wilderness 
o#the world on the true way to eternal Emancipation. 
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Vedio asb wdl as worldly acts may be done, or not dofle, or 
done contrariwiie (byt their agents). As one may go by^horse^ 
or by foot, or another way, or ncjj go at all. So, “ In the sacrifice 
ATirStra Bte is to receive the vessel^shodasi.’^** In the sacrifice 
Atiratra [under dilfe&nt circumstances] he is not to i^eceive 
the wessel shodt^i.” He is to make a bumt-ofiering at sun- 
rise.” “He is to mai^ a bmTit-(iffering before sunrise.” 
Thus injunctions and prohibitions, as well as alternate precepts, 
general and special behests, may all be accomplished. 

But a substance cannot alternately be thus and not thus— 
cannot [optionalljr] jie or not be. Alternations are dependent 
on the notions of men, but the knowledge of a substance just 
as it in realky is, i. e. true knowledge, is not dependent on 
''*|S 3 rsonal notions.* • Wliat then P it depends only on the sub- 
stance itself. To say of one and the same post that it is 
[either] a post or tt man, or something else, is not true know- 
' ledge. That it is a man or something else is a false notion. 
That it is a post, is alone the truth — ^because it is dependent on 
{he substance itself. Thus the determination of an existing 
substance is dependent on the substance itself. Such being the 
case, the knowledge of Braliina too is dependent on the sub- 
stance itself — ^because it relates to an existing substance. 

But th3n if Brahma be an existing substance, is he not on object 
of other proofe, ^nd thus the discussion of Vedanta texts is 
become futile P By no means. Brahma not being an object of 
sense, there can be no connection with other proofs [for the other 
probfs hate perception for their basis.] The senses have naturally 
externals for their objects. They cannot have Brahma for their 
object. Had Brahma been an object of sense, it anight have ® 
been* held that this work (the universe) was done by Brahma. 
But where the work alone [and not y;s author] is receivable by 
the senses, it is not possible to determine whether the work was 


* Sankaraebarya appears here to combat the same doctrine which Plato 
Scribed to 'Protagoras, and contended against in Theaetetiis i, e, w^>. 
filrpov avOptoiroy ctrai. 



done ly Brahma, or some other agent. Therefoi^p the Sutra 
‘‘^From^whom the Production &o.” is not fpr settjug up Infer- 
ence. — What then? it is for the illustmtion of Vedanta tpxtes 
But what are the Vedanta t«xts which are here designed to he 
illustnrted by the Sutra? “Blirigu V&rfini resorted to his 
father Vanina. Teach me, Sir, Brahma’’* — thus introducing 
the question the Veda epncludes “ il^rom whonou these ehtities 
are produced, by whom the productions subsist, in whom depart- 
ing they ore resolved, enquire of Him — He is Brahma.” A^d 
the specifications of that text, “ From Joy indeed these entities 
are produced, by Joy the productions subsist, in Joy departing 
tliey are rosolved.”t And other texts are also to bo illustrated 
of the same kind relating to the cause, which is yerily eternal, 
pure, intelligent, free, and all knowing. .By showing that, 
Brahma is the cause of the Universe, it is demonstrated tliat 
He is all knowing. Now confirming the samiS, ho adds : 

3. Because it is the cause of the Sastra, [or] rkcausb 
THE Sastka, is its [manifesting] cause. 

Brahma is the cause of the great Sastra, the Rig Veda At., 
supported by numerous [subsidiary] systems of science, bringing 
to light, like a lamp, all objects, and being as it wore all know- 
ing. Indeed of such a Sastra, defined as the Rig Veda &c., 
endowed with the quality of all knowledge, the production can- 
not be from any other than the Omniscient. Wliatever s&stra 
containing prolixity proceeds from any porticiilar individual, as 
grammar &e. from Paniui &c., even though its significance is but 
partial (or little), yet that individual is in the world held io be 
more knowing tlian his work. What shall I say then of 
• the supreme omniscience and omnipotence of that Qre^t Being,* 
from which Great Being, as the cause, proceeded without^effort, 
and as a mere sport, after the manner of the human breath, 
that mine of all knowledge called Rig Veda &c., diversified by 
maify varieties of sakhds, and the sohreo of the classification into 
and dsrama of gods, animals and men ? As it is saitL 
Tuttiriya, 123. t 1^*^, 128. 



in tlio "^eda,/* this liig Veda was breathed out* of this Tireat 
Being/’* Or ^as another way of expounding the Sutra] the 
Sdstva, Eig Veda &o., such as has been described here, is the 
cause or%proof of the a(icurate essential itnowledge of this 
Brahma. The purport Is, that Brahma is known as the cause 
of tjio production &o. of the Universe from the authority of 
Sdstra* only. The text qf that Sastrg, was cited in the preced- 
ing sutra, “From whom these creatures are produced &c.” 
Bfiit what is the use then of this sutra, since in the preceding 
sutra by citing the same kind of Sastra, it was shown that 
Sastra was the cause of the true knowledge of Brahma ? An- 
swer : there the Sastra not having been clearly mentioned in 
the wording o£ the Sutra, it might have been suspected that the 
production &o. of tke Universe was mentioned only as a matter 
of Inference. To obviate that suspicion, this sutra was given — 
“ Because the Sastra is the cause or authority.” 

But how again can Bralima have the Sastra for its authority ? 
Since by the saying, “the Veda, having works as their purport, 
whatever has not the same purport is futilo”t it is shown that 
the purport of the Sastra is works. Hence the futility of the 
Vedanta, from its not having works as the object. It must either 
be connected [as a supplement] with the [previous Sastra, con- 
taining] injunctions to works, by having for its object the mani- 
festation of the a^ent gods &o., or its purport must be to set up 
devotion &c. as another species of works. But there can be no 
[Sastric] declaration of a manifest substance, because a manifest 
substance is an object of perception, &o. And because in such de- 
claration, being destitute of anything to be avoided or sought after, 
ther^ canj)e no human object [or Qood]J to be attained. Where- 
fofe that texts such as “ he wept ” may not become objectless, 
their purport has (by Jaimini the author of the Mimansa) been 
declared to be hortatory, by the Sutra, “ Let precepts be under- 
stood to be hortatory from their ^consistency mth an injunc- 
4don.”§ That works are by 4ihe declaration of their instrumen^^ 
• Brihad Aranyaka, 455. t Mimansa, 1. 2, 1. { § Mimansa, I. 2, 7.“ 
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and appliances also involved in Mantras, such as “ ylietwa,’* 
^as beg]^ stated (by the same author). # Nov^iere among the 
texts of the Vedanta is significance found or concluded except ifi 
connection with injunctions. "Nor can there be any fnjunotion 
in the Inatter of the essence of an evidfeift subject, because in- 
junctions involve objects of actions. Therefore the Ved^j-nta 
texts are supplementary, injunctione^ to works by the mani- 
festation of the essence of the agent gods and others required 
in actions. But perhaps you would not confess this for feai* 
of introducing (theories) foreign to your purpose. Still you 
must acknowledge its having, as objects, devotion &c. authorized 
by your own texts. Hence there is no Sas&a-manifestability 
of Brahma. Thus having been objected, it is aiij^wered : 

4. But it is — by construction [of thf Vkdas]. 

The particle ‘‘ tu ’’ (but) is for repelling tlio previous ^objec- 
tions. It, Brahma, is known from the Vedanta S Astra to be the 
omniscient and omni 2 >otent cause of tlie production, continuance « 
and dissolution of the Universe. Ilow ? By constru(?tion. In 
all the Vedantas, the texts are governed by the general purpOH 
as the setter forth of the meaning. “ 0 gon^b? pupil, this was 
originally an entity, one only, without a second.^’* “ This was 
originally only one spiiat.” “ Tliis Sjiirii, whieli is all intelligent, 
is that Brahma, which is without an antecedent (cause) ^without a 
consequent (cflect), without anything inherent or ^similar), with- 
out an external (second) .”t “ This before us is the immortal Brah- 
ma itself. It is not reasonable to fabneate any other moaning 
of the words in these texts, when by construction tlieir pufport 
is understood to bo the settlement of the essence of ]3rahma — 
for in that case, violence would be done to the Veda, ai^ a %bri- * 
cation would be introduced, which is not Vedic. Nor cfcn the 
purport of t\ose texts be, held conclusively to be the settlement 
of the essence of the agent gods, &c. [with a view to works], 
because of texts like the following which preclude acts, agents, and 
j^iits, vis, “ Then who is to see, whom, and by what (organ) P”§ 

• • Chhandogya, 387. t Briliad Anitiyaka, 267, 602. J Chhando^ya, 387. 

§ Bribad Aranyaka, 471. 
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Nor ^is there the objectiveneBS of perception &o. even In the 
essence of th^ maipfest substance, because the identity of 
£ra}iina with the Spint or self could not be comprehended 
except bjitho Sastra “Thou art ttie same.^ As to what has 
been said on the TufiUty of instruction where there is nothing 
to be shunned or sought, this is no fault — ^because the soul’s 
object can be &ttained ^om the cessation of all pain by the 
comprehension of Brahma’s identity with the Spirit or sel^ 
T^thout anything to be shunned or sought. In the setting 
forth of gods, &c., there is no absurdity even on the acknow- 
ledgement of our declared sense of devotion, but it does not 
follow that the 'Vedanta texts have for their purport injunctions 
of devotion Brahma, because the notion of duality, such as 
act and agent is done away with by destitution of anything to 
be shunned or sought in the state of Unity. There cannot be 
a revival of the* notion of duality already destroyed by the 
notion of the unity of Brahma, so that a Brahma may be set 
forth as related to injunctions of devotion. Although on other 
subjects no authoritativeness of Vedic texts is seen except in 
relation to injunctions, yet, up to the fruition of spiritual know- 
ledge, tlie authoritativeness of the sastra, relating to.it, cannot 
be gainsaid. Nor is the authoritativeness of the sastra [here] 
a matter, of Inference, so that it might require an example 
observed elsewhere. Therefore the provableness of Brahma 
from the Silstra is demonstrated. 

Ilore some others object, “ Although Brahma may be prov- 
able from the Sastra still He is manifested by the S&stra only 
as the object of the enjoined devotion. As the consecrated stake, 
the consecrated fire, and other things popularly unknown, are ^ 
manifested by the Sastra, having enjoined observances as their 
purport, so also here. Whence is this P Because the Sfistras 
have persuasion or dissuasion for their object — ^as those learned 
in the purport of the S&sti'a have said. “ Its purport is evi- 
jlent — ^the comprehension uf works or duty.” “ Exhortation — 
this means a text persuasive of acts.” “ Its information i^ 
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Instruction,”* “Having used the words contained in» them 
in« the s^se of having works for their pijrp(frt.”t * “ The Veda 
having works as theii^purport, wh^jtever has not the same pur- 
port, is futile. Therefore pefcuading the soul to som# special* 
object and dissuading it from sonfb (otlier) ^special object, the 
Sastra has its purport. Other [parts of the Sastra which do 
not obviously inculcate works,] are alsoisubservient to the same 
purport. The Vedanta texts too, having tlie general oharao- 
teristic of the Sastra, must have their x>urport in the same way.* 
[The Vedanta, thus,] having iujunotioiis as its end, it is only 
consistent to say that as the performance of burqt offerings and 
other ceremonies is enjoined on those who are desirous of Heaven 
and other (sensuous enjoyments), so is the knowledga of Brahma 
enjoined on those who are desirous of immortality. 

But then a distinction in the objects of inquiry has boon .de- 
clared here. Thus in the chapter on works the ftiture (merit of) 
duty is the object of inquiry. But hero the existiTig and always 
perfect Brahma is the objocjt of Inquiry. I lonco it is reasonable to 
distinguish the fruit or oiFoctof tlu^ knowledge of Brahma from tlieT 
finiit (or effect) of the knowledge of duty which Is dependent on 
(subsequent) observance. But (we the Mimansakas say) it is not 
reasonable (to make such a distinction) because Brahmii is sot 
forth as connected with injunctions to certain works. Thifs “ Oh, 
the spirit is to be observed. ”§ “ Ho who is the »%)ii’it, destitute 
of blemish, is to be sought, is to be inquired into.”|| “ He is the 
spirit — ^thus should one serve Him.” “ Lot one serve the Spirit, 
which is knowledge. ”1f “ The knower of Brahma becomes Brahifla 
itself.”* Such being the precepts, in anticipation of the question, 

^ Who is thaifSpirit, Brahma P” all the Vedanta texts are hent om 
the setting forth of His essence to the following effect : “ Eter- 
nal, all knowing, all pervading, always full, always pure, intelli- 

* Mimansa Darsana, p. 7. § Drihad Ar. 025. 

t Ibid, p. 34. II Chhandof^ya, 671. 

J‘*tbid, p. ^*Brihad Ar. 249. 

Mundaka, 323. 
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gent, jnd free natiQ’ed, is the Intolligence and Joy Brahma.’’ 
From devotion to 4iii^ proceeds the fruit, (even) Emapcipatipu, 
invisible [indeed to the woi^ but] visibly (or manifest) in the 
Sastra.' Without involving injunctions to bo executed, in the 
more indication of a substance like one’s declaring “ tile earth is 
si^von-continented,” or “ That king is marching,” there could bo 
no significance in Vedanta texts because of the absence of any- 
thing to be avoided or pursued. But [may it not be said ?] that 
' even in the indication of a mere substance, such as “ this is a 
rope, not a snake,” tliere is significance in the dissiJ)ation of 
fright caused 1^ a mistake. So here also by the indication of the 
unfieeting substance, Brahma, significance is manifest in the dis- 
sipation of the fright caused by mistaking it for a fieeting sub- 
stance. There ftiiglit bo such significance if the mistake for a 
flee, ting substance were [really] to cease on the more hearing of 
the essence of Brahma, like the mistake about the serpent, on 
the mere hearing of the essence of the roi)o. But it does not so 
cease, because we see in liim, who has heard of Brahma, the 
same fleeting characteristic of pleasure and pain as before. And 
in the text ‘‘ to be heard, to bo cogitated, to be reflected on,” 
we see that after hearing, there must still be cogitation and 
reflection. Therefore Brahma is to bo received as proved by 
the Sadtra only as the object of the enjoined devotion. 

[To the ptejeding objections, the Vedanfi] replies. Not so, be- 
cause there is a distinction between tlio fruits (or effect) of the 
knowledge of works and of Brahma. Works by (organs of) the 
bbdy, by words, by mental (operations), called Duty, are mani- 
fested by the Sruti and the Smriti, inquisitiveness after which 
i|, directed in (Jaimini’s) Sutra, “ Then therefore rDuty-inquisi- 
* tivencss.” Sin, also, such as Injury &c. is to be inquired after 
for the purpose of renouncement, because it is defined in prohi- 
bitory exhortations. The fruits (or effects of these two) Duty and 
Sin, good and evil, defined by exhortations, are well understood 
from Brahm& down to a tSfee, as visible pleasure and pain, enjoyed 
(or eiidhrcd) only by body, speech and mind, as tfie result of 
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the connection of objects with organs. In embodied porsqps, ooin- , 
yenni n g with mon and up to Brahmd, thor# is laid down a diver- 
sity in pleasure. TJience conies (pr is iiiferrod) a diversity in«(thd 
merit of) Duty as its cause. From a diversity in (thomierit of) 
Duty, •proceeds a diversity in •the chiiinants. Diversity in 
claimants, caused by [a diversity in] pursuits, abilities &o., is yell 
knoAvn. Thus the departure of the parformers of sacrifices and 
other ceremonies is alone by the northern route, because of distin-^ 
guished learning and meditation. The departure (of others, 
noted) only for the (virtuous) exercises of iahta^pMa^ and datid* 
is by the southern route in the order of smoke, &c. Even there 
(again) a diversity in pleasure (or enjoyment), and a diversity in 
its cause, are deduciblo from tho Sastra : “ Having remained 
dming the term of the merit. So also from mon downwards 
to the denizens of hell, and to trees, tho quantum of pleasure 
(or enjoyment) is obtained only by tho performance of duty 
as defined by exhortation, lienee wo find it of various terms In 
duration. So likewise by observing diversity in tlio sufferiiigs 
of embodied souls, whetlier ascended to upper regions or fhr- 
scended to lower regions, wc deduce a diversity in their cause, 

L e. Sin, as defined in prohibitory exhortations, and also in its i)or- 
petrators. Thus the diversity of pleasures and pains, proceeding 
from embodiment on tho part of those possessed of faults, su<*h 
as Ignorance, caused by diversities of Merit and Demerit, arc 
evident from the Sruti and Smriti, as well as (logical) Inference, 

* Ish^a implies personal devotion and piety in relij^ious acts and hospitality. 
Pui-ta implies works for the benefit of the public. Datta implies acts oi* pri- 
vate charity and kindness, as in the following lines (pioted by Govindananda ; 

cr: ^ ^^rrsTTWTwqfRrif i 
wfiro II 

t Chhandog>a, 311. 



to be trfl{Lsient, and have the form of fleetingness. Thus the text, 
of an embodied entitgr there is in sooth no termination of pleasurp 
&id {>ain,” confirms the l^eetingpess as described. From the text 
“fleasur^ and pain do not touch tile entity which has no body,’’* 
which denies the toucfi of pleasure and pain, we find that it 
denies, with reference to the unembodied entity, called Emanci- 
pated, that it is the effect ^f Duty defi^jed by exhortation. For 
m the case of an effect of Duty, a denial of the touch of Pleasure 
amd Pain would not hold good. If it be said that unembodied- 
ness itself is the effect of Duty, [wo reply] Not so, because it is 
self-existing, as it appears from texts like the following, “ Knowing 
the great lord to*bo constantly existing as unembodiod spirit in 
many transient bodies, the wise do not griove.”t “ This soul is 
indeed 'without the»'vital air, 'without mind, pure, unattached.”} 
Therefore it is established that the eternal unembodiedness, 
called Emancipation, is distinct from the effects of observances. 
But there may be in it somctliing which is constant in an altered 
form [and therefore the result of action] ? For when a thing is 
ch&nged, the idea that it is the same is not precluded, as the 
earth and other elements (in the category) of those who declare 
the eternity of the Universe, and as the Gtaian in the case of the 
Sfinkhyas. [No, for] this is a real entity, eternally uniform, 

[i. e, immutable], all pervading like akasa§ not subject to any 
• 

* Cliliandogya, 600, GOl. 

t Katha 107. 

} Mundaka, 287. 

represented this by its common synonyme “ akasa” which 
know, 1 think it is not tranaiatabio in a 'Wo«hiYnW^n^wo,nn- 

vades all cavities even on the surface of the earth, whore “ ether” can have n( 
existonce. There is akasa in our cups and pots, even within our bodies, whicl 
m sacefy BOi The i^ea conveyed by dkdsa appears to be the same 

IS that which “ inane” conveys in Lucretjus ; 

** Nec tamen undique corporell stipata tenentur 
Omnia natuift* ; namque est in rebus Inanb, 



mutations, eternally ftill, without members and self-Jumindus. 
JWher^n Merit and !Pemerit with (their oorlesponding) works, and 
^he three times ht^vo no dwellii^g place, that is unembodiedness 
called Emancipation. Thus tlfe texts “ DifTereiit from meritjdiflfer- 
ent fibm demerit, different froih this eftoct and cause, different 
from the past and the future.”* Therefore it is Brahma alone,.,after 
which this inquisitiveness is undertaken. If it Avere instructed a® 
a means having a duty for its end, and if emancipation proooede^ 
from such duty as its effect, then that emancipation woi|j||4^^ ncn- 
eternal (or transient). And if such wore the case, it might bo 
held that emancipation was only something which excelled 
in a certain degree the numerous (other) transient fruits of 
works already described as existing in diverse jneasures. But 
Emancipation is, by all assorters of Emancipation, held to bo 
eternal. Therefore tlio instruction of Brahma as a inoans^having 
duty for its end is not fitting. • 

Fui'ther, texts lik() tlio folloAving, showing tliat Emancipation^ 
immediately succeeds the knowledge of Brahma, ex<}lude any 
other intervoning work : viz, “ Ue wiio knoAvs Brahma, bedWnes 
Brahma himself.” “ His works too cease oil that cause and 
effect being observed.”t “ Comprehending the joy of Brah- 
ma he fears no one.”+ “ 0 Janaka, thou hast attained fear- 

Quod tibi cognosne in inultis erit utile rebus 

Ncc sinct errantem diibitarc et quaerero senii)(3r 

De summa rerum, et nostris diffidere dictis : 

Quapropter locus est intactus, Inane, varansquo." T. 330-.‘1.35. 

It is remarkable that one of the synonymes of dkdsa is "SJ^or inaMe. And 
Sankaracharya gives a definition of akiisa (in his commentary^ on the Taittiri- 
ya Upanish^d p. 67) which singularly corresponds to the theory ^ Lu^etius*. 

** Esse in rebus inane tamen fateare necessc est.’* 

*«*«**« 

“ Transit enim fulmen coeli per saepta domoruni, 

Clamor ut ac voces.” 

Sankaracharya says : 

•'Katha, 101. t Mundak. 302. J Tait. 110. 
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lessnoss. Then only he knew himself saying, “ I am Brahma/’ 
“ thence he hecfime tHe ij)tal.”t “ Thereiji what deliisiqji (cane 
there i)o) P — what grief? to him who beholds h^t unity Again 

thdtext, “The Bishi Vamadova boBolding this, declared, I have 
become Manu, the sun ?oo,”§ nfay bo cited to exclude auy other 
dutyjntervening between the beholding of Brahma and becoming 
tlie total just as (wlien you say) “ stoi^ping he sings,” no other 
■york is understood to- intervene between the stopping and the 
siilging. #Texts like the following again, show that the 
effect of the knowledge of Spirit is only the cessation of the 
obstacle to Emancipation : viz, “ Thou art our father who crosses 
us over the extreme shore of Ignorance. ”|| “ I have heard 

from persons like yourself that the spirit-knower gets over grief. 
But, 0 Lord, I am grieving, let my Lord cross me over from 
the shoj'o of grief.” “ The illustrious Sanatkumara shows him, 
whose sins had been blotted out, the shore [or terminus] of 
c darkness. ”11 

And there is the NySya sutra, composed by the AchSrya (Q-o- 
tariiS), “ By the successive destructions, [commencing from the 
last] of Pain, Bfrtli, Effort, Fault, and False knowledge, and the 
destruction of each immediately following tlie other, comes 
Emancipation.”* The destruction of False knowledge pro- 
ceeds from tlie knowledge of the identity of Bralima with 
the Soul. Noris^the knowledge of the identity of Brahma 
with the soul after the figure of a community of quality 
[which involves false identification] ; thus, “ The mind is endless 
(in its conceptions) ; the Viswe-devas are endless, hence he ac- 
quires the qpdless world. ”t Neither is it after the figm’e of 

* Brihad Ar. 702. 

t Brihad, 198. In the sense of to irfxv or to oXoi^ 

X Isa, 14 

§ Brihad Ar. 216. 

II Prasna, 256.* 

1( Chhandogya,^dr75, i7i\ and 627. 

* Nyaya Sutra, I. 2. 

t Brihad Ar. 61*2. 





Imputation, as “ Lot one meditate, the Mind is Bralima,’’ and 
tho instruction, Aditya is Brahma’’ — where tj^o sight of Brah- 
ma is imputed to Mind, x^ditya and others. Nor is it con- 
templation occasioned by any special act, like, “ th^air is Jbhe 
Absorbent, the Prana (the vital <iir) is tHelibsorbent.”* Neither 
is it after tho figure of tho pimfication of the members of an 
object as [in certain sacrifices] the jeremony *of beholdfiig tho 
butter. If the knowledge of tlio identity of Brahma wilh tho 
soul were taken in tho figurative senses of community^ &c., tb^ 
violence would bo done to tlie construction ol words having for 
their purport the manifestation of tho substantial identity of 
Bralima with tho soul in texts like the following : “ Thou art 

tho same.” “ I am Brahma.”t “ This spirit (cy soul) is Ih’ah- 
ma.” And texts like tlio following soiling. Ibrtli the effects of 
tho cessation of Ignoraneo would also bo oxeliidod : “ Tho joint 
of *the heart is piorccMl, all doubts dissipatod.VJ Nor coivld texts 
like tho folloAviug, teaching tho identifuiation, be consistently^ 
expounded on the admission of tho figures of community &c.§ 
Ho who knows Brahma becomes Brahma.” The knowiodgo 
of tho i(hmtity of Brahma with tho soul is not llieroforo after 
the figm'cs of community of quality &c. Therefore tho scionco 
of Brahma is not dependent on i)ersonal acts. What then ^ 
Like tho knowledge of a substance, the object of Perception and 
other proofs, it is dependent on tho substance# itself. By no 
sort of reason is it possible to fabricate tho introduction of ob- 
, jeetivity into such Brahma or into his knowledge. Nor can objec- 
tivity bo introduced into Brahma as tho object of tlicwact of 
knowing— for the objective of tho act of kno\ving is excluded 
by tho tc^s, “ It is diflerent from tho known, yet transcending 

* Chliandogya, 245. 

t lirihad, 217. • 

Mundak, 302. 

y The Asiatic Society’s edition has here% most dangerous mistake, against ■ 
which the reader must be warn eel ; it hai^ifvq^Tf^^ 
inetead W t 



the unknown/’* “ By whom one knows .all this, by what can one 
know • • 

•Thg objective of the acf of devotion is also excluded thus : 
after introducing the non-objecti^ness of Brahma by the 
words : He was ndfc fhanifested by speech by whom speech 
is manifested,” it is added, ‘‘ Know thus. He is Brahma, not 
this wBbm the world worshjj)s.”J If you say that on Brahma’s 
unobjectiveness being established, the Sastra “ Because the 
lustra is its manifesting cause,” becomes inconsistent, (I 
reply) Not so, because the Sastra has for its object the cessation 
of distinctions fabricated by Ignorance. The Sastra does not 
intend pointedly^ *to manifest Briahma as an object. What 
then P Manifesting him as the animating soul unobjectively, it 
destroys the distinctions of knowable, knower, and knowledge, 
fabricated by Ignorance. Tlius says the Sastra : “ It is known 
of him by whom it is not known [consciously on the part of the 
.subject knower]. He does not know by whom [in conceit] it 
is known.” ‘‘ It is not known to the knowers — ^it is known to 
tho*'dnknowers.”|| “ You cannot see the seer of the sight — ^you 
cannot hear the hearer of the hearing — ^you cannot know the 
knower of the knowing.”^! Therefore by the stoppage of the 
fleetingness, fabricated by Ignorance, through the manifestation 
of the etemally free spiritual essence, tliere is in Emancipation 
no fault of transiency. It may indeed bo reasonable to say, on 

L 

the part of him with whom it is held as a product, emancipation 
requires some act, whether mental, oral or bodily. So also on the 
supposition of its being a modification. On these two supposi- 
tions there would surely be transiency in Emancipation — for nei- 
ther qurd^ &o. which are modifications [of milk &o.],o nor pots 

* Kena, 39, ^iO. 

t Brihad, 472. 

{ Kena, 43. 

§ 

II Kena 50, 51, « 

T[ Brihad, 579. 
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&c. ^hich are products [of earth &o.] have ever been fouiid to be 
^eternal in the world. 

Nor is there any need of acts on the sXore of attainableness, foSr 
if Brahma be essentially the seul^s self, there can be no attainable^ 
ness [for nothing has to be attained wlf^rcf there is real identity]. 
Nor even if essentially different, is there any attainableness on 
the part of Brahma, because, being^ all-pervading, Bralftna is 
already eternally attained in essence by every one like j^k&sa. 
Nor again is Emancipation an object of refinement that 
operation may be required. Refinement may be either by the 
accession of some virtue, or the removal of some blemish. But no 
accession of virtue is here possible, for in Eifiancipation there 
is the essence of Brahma whioli admits of no accejsion or excess. 
Nor can it be by the removal of blemisli, for in Emancipation 
there is the essence of Brahma who is eternally pure. 

If you say that Eiuancipation having its on^u intrinsic Virtue 
obscured, becomes cleared on the refinement of the spirit by means 
of [meritorious] works, like the virtue of brilliance in a mirror on 
being refined by rubbing (or brushing) — [To this wo reply] Jlot 
so — ^because the spirit is incapable of works. Works cannot 
have their being (or accomplishment) without altering (or modi- 
fying) that in which they inhere. But if the spirit could be 
altered (or modified) it would be concluded to bo transient. And 
texts like the following would in that case bo do^o violence to, 
viz. : “ This is called unalterable.” Ilence is tlfiit idea not to be 
couutenancod. Therefore the Sinrit can have no inherent worjes. 
And as to works the subject of which is exterior, the spirit ojymot 
be refined by them, for it is not objective. But is not the soul 
known to be purified by works inhering in the body, such as battf- 
iug, washing, wearing the siicrificial cord f No — ^for ittsi^^iiit 
received by Ignorance to bo consisting of the body and its mem- 
bers that is purified. Bathing, washing, &o. evidently inhere 
in the body. Therefore it is reasonable to conclude that bj^ 
such body-inhering works soTnething consisting of the body, buf 
acknowledged through Ignorance to be the spirit, is purified, 
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• ^ 

As by the [restoration of the] organic harmony of functions, 

the result of njpdical%treatment inhering in the body, the effect 
il th^ recovery of the fancied [soul] consisting of the body, in 
which [soul] is produced the notion, “I am* well,’' so by works 
like bathing, washiril^,* add wearing the sacrificial cord,iihatis 
purified in which is produced the notion, “ I am pure, I am re- 
fined”^and that [soul] ccmsists of the body. By the same no- 
tionist, the cause of Ego, the purport of t^e expression Ego, are all 
^grks accomplished — and the same has the fruition of their effects. 
As it is said in the Veda, [Mantravama] “ Of the two, one en- 
joys the taste of fruits, the other, abstinent, only looks around.”* 
Also, the learned have said, the enjoyer is the one connected with 
thebody, organs, and the mind.” Again, One is God, latent in 
all beings, all pervading, the inward spirit of all beings, the over- 
seer of acts, dwelling in all beings, the witness, the intelligent, the 
sole, and destitute ^f qualities.”t And ‘‘ He pervaded all space, 
brilliant, unbodied, unwoimded, without muscles, pure and un- 
affected by sin.”i These (last) two mantras also show Brahma's 
inoapableness of accession or excess, and His eternal purity. And 
the state of Brahma is Emancipation. Therefore neither is 
Emancipation an object of refinement. And no one can show any 
other door for the admission (of the idea) of an act in Emanci- 
pation. Therefore excepting knowledge only, not even a smell 
of acts can be here inferred. 

But is not knowledge itself a mental act P No — for there is a 
distinction. For an act is that which is laid down independent 
of thip essence of a substance, and it is dependent on the mental 
oj[»eration of on individual. As in texts Hke the following : 

. “ Let [the priest] meditate when about to say imkai (or make 
tb.6 Bering) on the god for whom the butter has been re- 
ceived.” “ Let the sacrifi&r mentally meditate on Sandhya.” 
Meditation is thinking, and though a mental act, yet it can be 
done, or not done, or don^. contrariwise, by a person, beoause 

W * gwotaawatara, page 337. • t Swetajijwatara, page 365. 

{ Isa, page 14. 
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It isfTependent on the person himself. But knowled^S is the 
^nsequence of proof, and proof has for it# object a substance 
just as it is. Knowledge therefore *is incapable [so farjas it 
may be called an act] of being Jone, or not done, or done con- 
trariwise. It is dependent only* on th^ iflibstanoe itself. It 
is not dependent on exhortation nor on any person. There- 
fore though knowledge is a mental function,* there is a*jgreat 
distinction in it. Again, in the text ‘‘ The male, 0 Gautama, 
is the fire, &c.”* the notion of fire in the male and female 
(doubtless) a mental function — ^but, being caused by on ex- 
hortation, it is only an act, and is dependent on the person [who 
from reverence for the text fancies so]. But^that which is a 
notion of fire, in veritable fire itself, is not dependent on on ex- 
hortation, nor is it dependent on [any] individual. What 
then ? It is dependent on the substance which is an object of 
Perception. Hence it is knowledge not an apt. The same is 
to be understood in respect of (all other) substances of whatever 
proof be they the objects. Such being the case, knowledge 
which has for its object the veritable spirit Brahma, ifiwiot 
dependent on an exhortation. Therefore, since there is no ob- 
jective substance to be avoided or souglit, the potential, im- 
perative, and other verbal moods and affixes found in texts 
regarding it, having no object of exhortation, become ijieffeotive 
like the sharp blade of a razor applied to stones# What then 
is the intention of texts like the following which have the ap- 
pearance of the imperative ; e, g, ‘‘ The spirit is to be observed, 
heard, &c. ?” We say their intention is to divert (men) from 
objects for which there is a natural tendency. The individual 
who inclines to outward objects, wishing his own welfare and 
deprecating evil, but does not thereby obtain the supreme •good, 
him, being in quest of the supreme good, texts like the follow- 
ing, divert from the pursuit of efforts consisting of natural 
works and instruments, and direct tef the current [of thought] 
wliich leads to the spirit within himself : “ The spirit is to be^ 
* Brihad Ar., 1049. 
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observeJl.’’* Him, thus directed to the search after self-Enow- 
ledge, instruction is given on spiritual truth, without any object 
to be avoided or pursueS in texts like the following : “ All 

this which (you see) this is the spirit.”! Where everything 
is only his spirit, thferti whom tan he see and by what P whom can 
he know, and by what” ?$ ‘‘ By what can he know the 

knov?erP”§ “This spirit is Brahma.”|| If you find that the 
knowledge of the spirit has no duty for its end, or it does, not 
operate to the avoiding or pursuing [after any object]— well, this 
is our ornament, that on our comprehension of tft identity of 
Brahma with self, there is a cessation of all duty and the con- 
summation of our work. Thus saith the Veda : “ If the soul 
knows itself to be the self-same [Brahma,] for what wished-for 
object, for whose desire [of enjoyment], should he afflict his 
body P”1f The Smriti too : “ 0 Bharata ! thus thinking, let one 
be wise and work-consummated.” Therefore Brahma irf* not 
manifested as the object of enjoined devotion. 

As to what some have said, “ that there is no section of the 
Veda which declares a mere substance, without persuasion 
or dissuasion,” or an injunction, and its complements, we 
meet such an assertion with a direct negative. For the soul, 
manifested by the XJpanishads, has no other complement. The 
soul that is manifested in the XJpanishads is Brahma — ^the un- 
fieeting — distinct from tlio four kinds of things such as pro- 
ducts, &o., self-subsisting, and without any other complement. It 
is impossible to say, “ He is not,” or “ he is not manifested,” 
sinee He is represented as “ the Spirit, who is neither this nor 
that” [not anything visible], and since it is impossible to deny 
• the existence of the spirit (or self). But as the gpirit is the " 
©bj? 0 t of the expression Ego, is it not inconsistent to say that 
He is manifested only by the Upanishads P No — [not incon- 
sistent], since he is again spoken of as the Witness of that 

s ** 

* Atmd means spirit and also self. Tlie injunction is like yvuBi atavroy, 

t Brihad Ar., 926. ‘ $ Ibid, 929. § Ibjd, 473. 

II Ibid, 602, ^ Brihad Ar., 882. 
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[expi^ssion Ego], The witness, os distinct from tlio ag6nt, tlio 
object of the expression Ego, [the witness who is] fiio soul 
existent in all beings, the same [hafing no diversity], onof 
eternally uniform, is not maiiife^ed in the Chapter oi^ Worl^, 
or [understood] by any in logical argumentation. lie is the 
Spirit of all — ^therefore no one can deny Him, or turn him into 
an object of injunction — because Ho is the spitit of tho« very 
person that iday gainsay Him. Since He is the spirit of all, 
He cannot be an object to be avoided or sought. All peri8]j^ 
able things, Reduced by modifications, perish up to [/. c. except 
only] the soul. The soul is imperishable, because in Him there 
is no cause of destinction, and He is eternally •uniform because 
in Him there is no cause of change. Hence He is eternally 
pure and freo-natured. Therefore “there is nothing* superior 
to the soul — that is the extreme, that is the supreme attain- 
ment.”* Tlie text again, “I ask about Him, the soul of 
the Upanishads,” proves by tho qualification — “ of the Upani- 
shads” — ^that the soul is chiefly manifested in tho TJpanishads. 
To say therefore that there is no portion of the Ycidas^he 
purport of which is an existing substance [only], is mere 
boldness. ^ 

As to what has been advanced by men learned in tho purport 
of the Sa^tra, that “ its purport is evidently the exposition of 
works, &c.,” that, having for its object the inquisitiveness after 
Duty, is to be considered as the purj;)ort of Sistras containing 
injunctions and prohibitions. Again [as toJaimini’s Sutra] 
“ The Veda having works as* their purport, wliatevcr has net the 
same purport is futile,” those who understand this by itself 
[in its extreme literality] must hold that all instructions on« 
existing things are futile. But if [by a more liberal inteB^eta- 
tion they allow that] with a future object in view, it instructs on 
existing substances without any [immediate] relation to pursua- 
siveor dissuasive injunctions, then what reason is there [for con- 
tending] that it gives no instruction^ on the existing etoriially 
* Katha, 116. 
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umfoni substance P An existing thing, while being instAicted, 
does not bccoijie an eot. If you say that although a thing is 
•not^an act [in itself], yet because of its being an instrument of 
^tion. Us instruction may be with a view to an action, — to this 
we do not object. •Thoilgh it may be with a view to an action, 
yet the substance on which instruction is given has the capacity 
For lAoppage ofaction [top]. But of an (ordinary) thing, the 
[only] use is its being calculated for an act. Nor does it fol- 
low from this that the substance [once taught] becomes un- 
taught [if unused with a view to an act]. [If you retort that] 
granting tho instruction [of a thing capable of use for an ac- 
tion] is valid, what is that to you [who maintain that Brahma 
is of no use fpr an action] ? Answer. The instruction of the 
spiritual substance too, unconiprehended [before], is to be con- 
sidered effective in the same manner [as that of sacrificial hi- 
struments]. By. its comprehension, the cessation takes pl£«de at 
once of the false knowledge wliioli is the cause of tho fleeting 
world, and that cessation is taken as the use of the instruction, 
— ^nd thus the purport remains good by the instruction of the 
substance, which proves an instrument for tho effect just men- 
tioned. ,, 

Further, the text ‘‘ a Brahmin is not to be put to death,” is 
also taught as a dissuasive. But that is not an act, nor the 
instrument of. an act. If there be futility in all instructions not 
having an act fer their purport, then would follow the futility 
of dissuasive insiiuctions, such as “ A Brahmin is not to bo put 
to death.” But tliis futility is not desi^d by you. Nor by 
conceiving the existence of a desire of the act, implied by the 
ver^ sense of the verb han, can it be possible to fabr^ate, for the 
negative particle, the purport of a [contrary] action, not found 
[in the verb at all], besides tho abstinence implied in refrain- 
ing from the act of slaughter. This is the natural sense of the 
negative particle, that it Expresses the non-existence of that to 
which it refers. The sense of non-existence too is the cause of 
abstinence. That sense, again, like the fire of bumt-out fuel 
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extin^ishes of itself. Therefore in texts like ' ** a Bralpiin is 
qot to be put to death,” we hold the sense ftf a pi;phibition [in- 
culcating] abstinence by refraining from the act signified b}^ the* 
verb — ^which is different from •vows like that of the Brahma- 
chfiri [in which is implied an action cdntfai^ to the one con- 
nected with the negative]. Therefore [Jaimini’s Sutra above 
cited] is to be considered as laying dqwu the fiitility olify of 
such narratives and statements of existing things as are vgicou-^ 
neoted*with the consummation of any personal object (or good)t 
As to what has been said that a mere subject being declared 
without the acknowledgment of an injunction to duty becomes 
futile, like the saying “ the earth is soven-coiitineiitcd,” that 
is refuted by the observation of a use even in sheer declarations 
of substances, as “ this is a rope — this is not a snake. But 
hdl3 it not been retorted that unlike the usefulness of the decla- 
raticlh of the essence of a rope, tliere is futility, [in the declara- 
tion of Brahma] because of our evidently finding the [continued] 
fleetingness of Brahma as before, oven after it has been heard ? 
To this we reply — ^it is impossible to show the fleetingnesi^as 
before, of one who has comprehended the identity of Brahma 
with self, for th|t is opposed to that identity. It cannot be 
pretended that because pain, fear, &c., Iiave been known to be 
inherent in one that^ fancies that the body and its members are 
himself, it follows that the same person on the comprehension 
of self being Brahma, produce<l by Vedio proof, and the [conse- 
quent] cessation of that fancy, would still bo possessed of the 
same pain, fear, &c., products of false knowledge. Because 
the pain is known of a rich householder, pluming himself on 
his wealth, i^hen plundered of that wealth, it does not foljow |Jiat 
the same person, when retired from the world and destitute of 
the conceit of wealth, would still be subject to the pain occa- 
sioned by the plunder of the wealth. Nor again, because the 
pleastlre has been known of a man decEed with an earring, caused 
by his pluming himself on that earring, does it follow that the 
person, refieved of his carring, and destitute of the conceit thereof. 
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has still, the same ploasuro, caused by being so ornamented. Thus 
has it been saidin thd Veda, “ pleasure and pain cannot touch the 
entity which is unembodled.”^ you object that unembodiedness 

becomes tothe fall of a body (by ddlith), not while it is living, I re- 
ply, Not so — ^because false knowledge is the cause of embodied- 
ne§s. It is not possible to fabricate the embodiedness of the spirit, 
otherwise than Tby false knowledge, de, noted by the fancy that 
^e body is one’s self. We have already said that unembodied 
fiesB is eternal, because of its not having any work for its* cause. 
If (again) you say that embodiedness has for its cause theperfor* 
mance of merit and demerit on the part of the spirit, I retort^ 
Not so — because the spirit having no relation with the body, there 
CAN be no performance of merit and demerit on its part. To say 
that the spirit’s relation with the body is caused by its performance 
of m^it or demerit, and, again, that the same merit and demeBt 
are caused by the same relation, is to maintain a (vicious) ifiter- 
dopendence, and therefore the fabrication of this eternal series 
is like setting up a troop of blind men (each leading and being 
led’ by the other) — ^because also of the spirit’s having no possible 
agency in consequence of its having no work for its substratum. 
If you say that the agency [of the spirit fs like .that] of 
kings, &o., [which] is known to be effective by mere presence, 
I reply— Not so. [The analogy does not Jiold] because their 
agency is accumplished by their relation to servants, acquired 
by gifts of money, &c., — ^but it is impossible to fancy that the 
spirit, by means of the body and its members, [acquired] by acts, 
like* gifts of money, can have anything^aused by the relation 
of master over them. The cause of the rmation is evidently false 
coi^eit^ By tliis argument the [vicarious] merit a saorUicer 
bn*tRe part of the spirit is disposed of. 

Some again say here “ that the fancy of the spirit, itself 
different from the body and its members, that the body and the 
members are its own, is attributive, (or metaphorical) notfttlse.” 
To thb we reply — ^No — ^because known distinctionB of substances 
* Chhandogya, 600. 
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can alone [optionallj] bear the attributive or obief sense. a 

^own substantial distinotion is implied |s in the ease of.[Jre80rl] 
a peculiar animal^ with a body possessed of manes, it takes, 
under the rules of direct an& indireci^sigpifications, &e well- 
knowntidea of the word lion’’ as its chief meaning, and an- 
other, equally known as its metaphorical sense, qf a heroic jnan, 
possessed of fierceness and«courage approximating to the qualities 
of a lion. In such a case the word and idea of a lion, applied tdlia 
hero, become a metaphor, but not in the case of an unknowh 
distinction of substances [as when the word and idea of a snake 
are applied to a rope under a mistake of the actual difference]. Li 
the latter case, the application of a word and its idea to another 
[not literally indicated by that word] can only bo baused by an 
error, and they are not metaphorical : as under hazy darkness, 
in^e case of an object, not understood in its peculiarities as apost, 
the word and idea of a man have [by the observer’s mistake] a post 
for their object ; — or as when, suddenly, [and without examina- 
tion] to a pearl-oyster the word and idea of silver are seriously 
applied. In the same manner, how can the unadvised applica- 
tion of the word and idea of Ego to the composition of 
the body and it^b^djuncts, caused by indiscrimination* of spirit 
and no-spirit, be called metaphorical ? Such application of 

Ego” to the body and its adjuncts involves, even on fhe part 
of the learned, understanding the distinction between spirit and 
no-spirit, an indiscriminate use of words and ideas, like that of 
a flock of goats and sheep. Therefore the notion of Ego ap- 
plied to the body and^ adjuncts, on the part of those i^o 
assert the existence of a spirit different from the body and its 
adjuncts, is false, not metaphorical. Hence from embodiediilss^ 
being the prodn^'t of false notion, is established the unem- 
bodiedness of the learned, even while alive. Thus also say the 
texts of the Veda with reference to the knower of Brahma ; 

• Here there is a dangerooe mbtake in thebrigual of the Asiatie Societ/s 
Editkm. Pot read ^WrwnWffwHir Ao. 
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pisL the outer akiu of a &nake» left on an ant-hill lies 
dead^ so this body lifts. ^ But this unembodied immoital life ift 
itsdf Brahma — even light.”* With eyes^^ but as if without 
eyes, — ^vdth ears, but as if withdut ears, — with speech, but as 
if without speech — ^with mind* but as if without mind— with 
tha'^tal air, but as if without vital air.” 8o also the Smriti, 
deolmng the signs of the stable ii^ ydsdom by the words 
^tfcfhat is speech to the stable in wisdom P” shows the discon- 
iSection of the learned from all inclinations. Therefore there 
remains not, as before, fleetingness to him who has comprehended 
Brahma as self. ^ But who has fleetingness, as before, he has not 
comprehended the identity of Brahma with self. This cannot 
be gainsaid. ^ 

As to what has again been said that in consequence of flndiyg 
cogitation and reflection following the hearing, Brahma n^t 
be the object of an injunction, and that [the signiflcation of the 
texts] does not conclude with the declaration of his Essence ; 
the objection is invalid — because the end of cogitation and re- 
flection is, comprehension. If Brahma, after being compre- 
hended, had been made the end of any other imperative act, 
then there would have been (in him) the ob^ctiveness of an 
iiyunction. But it is not so — ^for the end of cogitation and re- 
flection too, is, like that of hearing, comprehension [itself]. 
Therefore it fs ^ot congruous to say that Brahma is provable 
from the Sastra as the object of enjoined devotion. Hence it is 
establisl^ed that by the construction of Vedant texts, Brahma’s 
Sattra-provableness is absolute. An(^|^uch being the case, 
tiie undertaking of this [Vedanta] Sastra, « Then therefore 
Biphm>inquisitivenesa” is justifled. If . the end bad been the 
efUfomed devotion, then because of the very undertaking, Then 
therefore the Duty-inquisitiveness,” a separate Sastra could not 
have been undertaken. It would have^een the of 

what had already been Imdertaken, and headed, Now'^there- 
&re the inquisitiveness, after the supplementary Duty,” like the 
• BriliadAr.,871. 
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therofore the inquisitiven^ the end of MertS^ 
end the^nl’s good.’’ But the oomprehension of the ideirti^^ 
of Brahma mth seli had not been proposed [in the foitii^' 
treatise]. Henoe with this end in vi^w-j-^e underiiaking 
reasonable of a fresh Sastra : Then therefore Brahma-inquw**' 
tiveness.” Therefore all injunotions and all oth^r proofs tarre 
their consummation in this oonviotion, I am Brahma.” After 
the bomprehension of the spirit’s Unity, where nothing is to 111% 
shunned or sought, there can no longer remain (valid) proofs— 
without objeots and without (subjective) provers. 

Further, the learned have [well] said, on thejoessation of the 
. attributive and false self,* and the ideas of “ sou, body, Ac.,” 
being e^itduded on the conviction I am the very existent 
Brahma,” how can there be any action (or observance of duty f) 
TI^^ul’s position as prover (or examiner) is previous to ttie 
knomedge of the spirit to be inquired after. The prover him- 
self becomes inquired after, [and known] devoid of sin, fault, 
Ac. As the notion of self in the body is fabricated for the 
purpose of proof, so this proof itself is popularly used only until 
the ascertainment of the spirit. Here ends the fourth Sutra. 

Thus have we Jrolared that the Vedanta texts, necessary for the 
oomprehension of the soul being identical with Brahma, and, by 
their purport, applicable to that identity, have their consummar 
tion in Brahma, even without the introduction of works. It has also 
been declared that Brahma is all-knowing, all-powerful, the cause 
of the production, continnp,nce and destruction of the universe. 
But the Stokhya and IKier schools, believing that the evident 
substance is to be got at by other proofs, and inferring other 
oauses, su^ As Pradhdna fyc., construe the texts of the 
as havingihos^ oauses for their purport. They desire to trace 
ihe cause from the effect, by means of Inference alone, in elBt’ 
the Ve^t texts bearing on the oreatglon. The conneotidn of 

* Here, too, there is in the originaf of the A|iatio Society’s Bdition a Ahh 
take oaleolated to puzzle and mislead the reader. For Hftlfkflf 
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"pMidfa&a and the soul are dedudble as etemal—so thmV the 
^Cbinkhjae. But the fij^owers of Ean&da infer' from ^e sam0 
texts God as the efficient, aad atoms asjlihe materiid caase» 
And othhr logicians ^to(^ supporting themselves by semblances 
of texts and semblances of i^ason, start up here as objectors. 
Gntejeupon the Aohirya (Vy&a), versed in verbal critioism, 
texts, and proofs, for the purpose of demonstrating that Yedanta 
^lAexts have the knowledge of Brahma for their purport, refhtes 
tiiosO semblances of texts and semblances of reason, by turning 
them into objections [which have to be disposed of]. Thereupon 
the Sdnkhyas, Relieving that unintelligent Pradhanay composed 
of the three qualities, is the cause of the universe, contend 
(thus) : The Yed&nta texts, which, you say, exhibit, as the 

cause of the universe, the all-knowing and the all-powerfhl 
Brahma, are applicable also to Fradh&na as the cause. The^- 
powerfulness of Pradh^a too is manifest from its own mo^oa- 
tions, the objects of that power. And so its aU-knowingness 
How P Thus — ^that which you believe to be knowledge is an 
at&ibute of the Sattwa quality — ^as the Smriti, From saUm 
is produced knowledge.” The Yogis, who are^ men, endowed 
with created organs,* are celebrated as all kao4^g by means of 
that knowledge which is an attribute of the Sattwa quality. For 
it is weK-known that in the extreme excellence of Sattwa is all- 
knowingness." ^or is it possible to imagine all-knowingness, or 
any knowingness (either) on the part of a mere soul, without 
created organs, a sheer intelligence. But because of Pradh&aa’s 
bei&g possessed of the three qualities there exists in the 
(equipoised) state of Ftadhfina, the sattwa (quality) which is 
ihesoause of aU knowledge. In the Yedanta texts, «ll-knowing- 
ndfi ruAj be attributed to Fiadhfiiia, eveu though aa 
uninteiOigent enti^. BuielyyoutoowhobaTeamTed atthe all* 
knowing Biabma, can only infer that all-knowingneaa firom the 
oapaoify of all<knowIedge^far Snduna doernot continue m the 

^ The Aslstie Sooie1y*s editum has a daageroiia error here ii£j|dn. It has * 
biitwd of 



Teiy act of knowing [i. e. of obtaining the knowledges of] all 
(bjeots;^ Then in ease of the eternity of^knowjedge, BmhiidA 
must be deprived of absoluteness with* reference to the ^ cC 
knowledge. And if you sfty knowledge [like perception ^ 
observation of some kind] is *transienV then, on the cessa- 
tion of the act of knowledge, Brahma itself would oyao. 
Therefore all-knowingnegs can only be inferred &om the*capa- 
dty of all -knowledge. You too desire a Brahma which beforo 
production [of the universe] exists devoid of all causality. 
can yet one conclude the production of [actual] knowledge in the 
absence of the instruments of knowledge, such as the body.and 
the organs of sense. Further, the causality of Fradh&na like 
that of day, &o., is consistent in Fradhdna, a component of many 
things, because of the possibility of modification ; not so, however 
ilkBrahma which is an uncompounded unity.’’ These objections 
b^g received, the following sutra is undertaken : 

6. Not so, hbcause of observation, — it is unheard. 

XTnsentient Fradh&na, of Sankhya fabrication as the cause of 
the universe, can have no place in Vedanta texts. It is unheard. 
How is it. unheard? Because of observathn — ^because the 
observantness^tbe cause is heard. How ? Thus, commenoing 
with the texts 0 gentle pupil, this was in the beginning an 
entity.” *‘One only without a second,” it is added “It 
observed — ^Let me be multiplied, let me be prodnoed,” and “ it 
created the light.”* In these texts, the imiverse manifested by 
names and forms and expressed (here) by the word idom (this)^ 
being determined be|pre production to be an existing spirit, its 
creativeness, in its own antecedent state indicated by the word 
entity, of light and other things after observation ob^ 

servant tteativeness of light and other things) is declared.*«i^^!so 
^in other iexts, “This was in the beginning one (only) spirit. 
There was nothing else. He observed [saying] Let us oreaf^ the 
worfds. Hecreated these wcglds.”t These declare also a creation 
after observation. In some places, Ixaving exhibited the soul of« 


Chhaadogya, 387, 398, 399. 


t Aitireya, 1. 1, 1. 



aiacteen ]|arts, it is said He observed, * * * lie ereated tbe^vital 
air (the first ^part)!”* The word ^^ikdiati” Stands for 
, Aidic^ signifioation of *the v^b after the maimer of yajati, 
not the verb itself. Hence texts, like the following, declarative 
of an omniscient Gdd^ as* the ‘cause, may ^so be cited* here : 
<< IVom Him who is omnisoient, conversant with every thing, 
wh(^ meditation is knowledge itself,^ this Brahma, name and 
fopi, and food, are produoed.”t 

^ bAs to what has been said (by the Sankhyas) that Pradh&na 
itself becomes all-knowing, by virtue of the Sattwa (quality) 
who^e attribute is knowledge, that is not congruous. For 
in the state of'^Pradhana, because of the equipoise of the 
(three) qualities, knowledge which is an attribute of the quality 
Sattwa, is impossible. But, it has been further said, that hy 
its capacity for all-knowledge, there shall be omniscience. 
is this congruous either. If in the equipoise of the (throe) 

^ qualities, Pradh&na can be called all-knowing, by pleading 
the capacity for knowledge, inherent in the Sattwa (attribute), 
theibit may also be called little-knowing, on the plea of the 
capacity of precluding knowledge, inherent in (the other two 
attributes) rajas and tamas. Further, the state cp£(^attwa without 
an observant^ [spirit] is not called knowledge. Nor has unih- 
telligent Pradhana any inherent observantness. Therefore the 
omniscience ofsPradh&na is not demonstrable. 

And it is no example (against us) to say that the omniscience 
of Yogis is held established, — ^because they have sentience, and 
because their omniscience is caused by the,^xoess of (the qua- 
lity of) Sattwa. But the observantness of Pradhfina may be 
knag^ed^ as caused by (its contiguity to) the •observant 

C 

* Prasna, 281, 241. 

t Mundaka, 271* The Asiatio Society’s edition here misquotes the text. 
It has inn WTRWeUUOT mstead^cf irw WIW wqwUW 
' t This ]dainly refqrs to the^ankhya doctrine that Prakriti’s 

"^dmfivetieM is not wi^out the presence of thePuroshawho is 

or ohrefw. 



just asthei burning quality of on iron subatanoe ^ oMtas^ 
^ (oontiguity* to) Are.” But in that oaab it wpuld be [more} 
leoaoi^le to Aat the oatu^ of the* univene is that oijginiit 

omnisaeut Brahma, bj viritie of whom the obaerrantness aof 
Pradhima beoomes conceivable. *Ab to ^ht hasjbeen said that 
the^ original omnisoieuce of even Brahma" is not establisjjjdd^ 
since in the act of eternal knowledge, there oan be no indepen- 
dence in the act of knowledge — ^to this objection, the answer ^ 
this. Let me ask you, Sir, simply this — ^why should there be a»y^ 
loss of all-knowledge in the act of eternal knowledge. He who 
possesses an eternal knowledge, capable of embracing all 
objects, is omniscient. This cannot be gainsaid. In the event 
of knowledge being non-eternal, one knows sometimes, — and 
.^sometimes does not know, — and thus is his omniscience also 
Anting. In the eternity of knowledge there is no such fault, 
li^bu say, in the eternity of knowledge there oan bo no separate 
(or independent) indication of the object of knowledge, I reply, 
No such thing. Because, although the sun is constantly shining 
hot, yet we find room for the expression, the sun bums, the^sun 
shines, Bii^ not the notion of the sun’s buiiiing and shining 
based on the|(Mtence of some object being burnt and shone 
upon ? But previous to production (or creation), the jcnowledge 
of Brahma cannot be connected with an object. Hence Hie 
example (of the sun) is inapplicable. But it is not inappli- 
cable, for even where there is no object, we find it spoken 
subjectively of the sun, ** he shines,” and therefore it is quite con- 
sistent even in the absence of on object of ^owledge to speak sub- 
jectively of Brahma, “ he observed.” Moreover, in anticipation ol 
the object, Jbe texts, declaring observantness, are justl]; ap|}UCa^ 
ble to BMima. Now what is that effect, which, before proffMiAn 
V beoomes fhu^objeot of God’s knowledge? We say, it is name 
and form, whicff can neither be described as essentially him- 
self * nor again as differeqjt from film, [as yet] unma^ested 
[t^ proj^n^on] but in His will about to be manifeiMbd.' By 
whose even Yogis haveevident knowledge of the past and 



40 


tajkoxe, ^ adepts in the Yoga sastras^wilHngly adnoit;^ whaf need 
be repeated of<,tiiat btemaUy ptire God’s ever-abiding^ know* 
Isdg^ of the Oreation, Gontinjianoe and I)iBBolution [of the 
timYerBe]i As to what has been^aid that before Produotion, 
Brahma’s obs^rvantfless is impossible, because of his having no 
coqpeotion with body and organs, neither is this objection to be 
utt^d, for like* the light of the sui^ Brahma being eternally 
^owledge in his very essence, no need can be imagined on his 
^art of instruments of knowledge. Besides, it is the fleeting soul, 
possessed of ignorance &o.,* the production of whose knowledge, 
is dependent on the body and its organs, not that of God who 
is destitute of any thing which may be a cause of obstruction 
to knowledge* The following two Mantras also demonstrate 
. God’s independence of the body and organs, and his free and^, 
unintercepted knowledge. ^^He has no created thing [aw 
body] nor organs, — ^nothing equal or superior to him is Sroa; 

^ His energy is heard as supreme and versatile, — ^the work of his 
knowledge, which is power, is natural or self-produced.”t 

Without hands or feet, he is swift, anSl a receiver. He sees 
without eyes, he hears without ears.. He knows whatever may 
be an object of knowledge, but none know^tJ^* They call 
him the primeval great soul.”j; 

But is it not the case that there is no fleeter, other than God 
possessed of causes of obstruction to knowledge P For the Yeda 
says: There is no seer apart from him, no knower apart 

from him.”§ Then why do you speak of the origin of the fleeter’s 
knowledge, being dependent on the body and organs, and not 
of God’s? 


** To^thijg it is answered : It is true there is no flfster, apart 
but still there is a semblance-relatiQft with the 
ooUeotive body and its organs, as there is the sefl|^c6-rda- 
tionof JMsa with pots, jugs, hills, caves, &o. Aid as a fiction of 
^ Ignonmoe in the flensS^of MseAknowledge. , See Note page 8. 

f Swetifewatara, 383. 

I thrstaewataia, 383. 
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lauHi tenibjbiio^latioii, iiaoh expiessiom as 

the ideas tiiey oonvey, even jj^iough they axelnti^par| 
Whie from a^e j»otically.<Hitrent in the world. S* 5 

is Been the fiJBe_ notion of dietinotions jn ^tfa a> oieatdA hy_ti^^ 
skme ftelnblanoe-relation, siudi as pot*_ik& 8 a &o. * In the Baj^,^-j 
♦ntmuAf 0000X8 tho felse notion here of the distuotion hetwiiA^ 
God and the fleeter, oauaed by want of disorimination, which iiT 
the indnoOT of the semblanoe-telation with the, oolleotive hodj^ 
aadihi organs. And the importation of the idea of self on tlfe 
part of the [self] existent spirit itself, in the oolleotive body and 
its organs, wHoh is no-spirit, is observed to p^pvail by the tra- 
ditional oonoeit of false notion. Fleetingness being thos ao- 
f^ohted^, the observantness of the fleeter [olmle] is demon- 
Mubvted faSbe dependant on the body and its organs. 

^SAb to.what has been said that the oausativeness of multiform 
is like that of earth &o., and not of unique 

Braiuna, that is [sufSoiently] answered by the statement ^ 
Pwdhfaa is not he^ (i. e., not spoken of as suoh in the 
das). And how [in iB^tion to the positive authmty of the-V e- 
^aal the oam^tiveness of Brahma alone and nol Pradhfina &b.i 
he bgioalilS*d’i<»d, shall be afterwards e^unded m the 
.'Suira (EE. 1 , 4) oommenomg with the words “ Na vilaks 

"^Here the olgeotor says « As to what you hqvd said ^t un- 
« intdligent Pradhina is not the cause of the universe -beoause 
« observantness [on the part of the cause] is hearf (1. : 

** tinned) in the Vedas, that observantness u applicable eyin 
i.pi«dkinan^uee we see that the unintdUgent 
"treated md spoken of [flgurativdy] “ 

Thus tile unbtdligent hank » 

«!ll«tdli«nt 4 nHi»m^ PradWsna, thoufeh 

%hti ipay he twat^ “<»ai^t,‘ just 

"Itbbse^ Aaintheworidan iptelhge^. 







ba&^.dined iuid 

„ the 'Tillage in the eT^li^/ 

•.•iiii«sp«);by thd same nile, b« Btadhtoi Joo in 4 

.‘.‘ ISahai ^e., id moved by rule— beAoe it ie treated as, inte^en 
But wiiy give np'real obserVantness and fabricate a fidhtions 
«.‘^e P Because we find in the Teda such a fiction in the ^ 
of itght and water being treated as intelligent thus, ‘ that g 
r'tibbserved — ^thom waters observell?* - • 

? •»« Hence it is found that the observantnpBs.of the 
« entity is fictitious, because it is mentioned in connection with 
‘‘fictions.” Agginst this allegation of the opposite party, the 
following sutra is undertaken. 

6. It too sat, It is riouiiATivB-rNoT so, bbcajj/of 
ME19TION OF Spirit. 

As t6 what has been said that unintelligent Pradh^ toTK- 
pressible by the word entity, and that it may have fictitious ob- 

Lantness, like that of water and %h^|^t m a vicfous^^^ 

natfon. WhyP Because of the rnonm of Spmt. Begmn 
ning with the words, « This, 0 gentle pupil, wm^ Ae be^v ^ 

Bing an entity,”t and describing the f „TS - 

vJ food, by the words, « It observed, itcreat^ ^ht, + imd 
denoting- that substantial observant entity (spirit) md tho^ .: 
tot, mter, *hn^ food, by the word “ divinity,” the Veda smd,: 
«Wt divinity observed (or cogitated) “Let me, ;; 

^ihese three divinities, by means of this soul 
ntodfest name and fom.”S KuninfolligentPra^a^ W 
y. jiirito 1)6 the figurative observer, then, the same, bei^ the 
kai^betlenDtedby the w^ « that dii^ty^jB^^h^ 
Ih^ly could not stand for a soul b»iiiiiyW»d si^: 
the ^ul is.tdten to be intdligent, the 
of the vital airs, both by pop 
rafficjal. iheening <jf the iko(^* ^ 

soo/ioi.'^ ' 



'ifid.'"'’*'"' 

itbei^n 





^ ‘Sdif ’ iiapKes 

ideaiity o4 ,.^ . „ 

i« reo<dT«a as obp obBamnt;- 
ililMl aftpKflition .fo the aonlSf the -w^jidij ‘*hifl,Bel^’^l>«iw^ 

ooncli^ve.' / '•'"•• ■ ' • - 

. liie^ in the text—" He is the mimmnm ^the nnirejl^^ 

. .liB undeveloped state] all thing identical mth him. Heir the - 
' tei^iy. ■ He is the spirit. Vi art the same^O Swetaketmr^ 
Yeda having indicated tiie sulgeot-spirit, the miia- 
■’ murnJV «»e term spirit (" He is the Spirit”) declaree the 
to be identical with the sentient Swetaketu jihiis “Thoti m. 

, the; same, 0 Swetaketu.” But the unsentienoy of waWf ahd 
" -iigh^is evident from their olgeotiveness, and bclbause of their, 
i^g tSs^ to be manifestable by name and form, andmt 
S|Mtien^ cannot, like the word spirit, have any prinmpal 

oS&yeqess. Hence their observantness must reasonably M 

%n^eilike that of a river-bank. And that observantness ag^ 
independent on theia^oiiisession by [Brahma, the one] 

^Uttlw obeervantue«w the entity [itedf] cannot, as ^teady 
Stated, be, figsrative, because of the mention of " Spint. ^ 

"• ■ it isftShar objected— the word “ Spirit” isapflioalde to 

^^^tient PtwMna also— because of its being the awmpl^ 
all olgectsof the spirit; just as the word 
ofVkingis.appUcable to the officer who aooemphsh« dl ^ 
O^eoiB, thus "Bhadrasena is my own spirit, or self [mtW 
:senae of a jdenipotentiaiy]. For Pradhfoa [or wul] en^^:. 
wsMag tiie -ei^oyment and emancipation of the Pnru^T^| 
J|^ like timt of a minister for his king, ao^;^| 
(peaoe; w-*c. 

ie oMnnwnly applicable to the sent^f^W^ 
ve mch eiqpre^as as Bhntttn^ 
e, tibia essence of matteri 
»];like^afpl 
saerifloo 


p» 




a* fc Hot fli® cm at 

■.<& 4 -^ f Tht «pir to tH“ 

giy^ 

ii7*BB0iLTJBB BMANCfmTlOlI.^ DBCLABBD OF OUB IDBimFIBD 
' ■ WITH Him. 

TKe tmaentitot Pradhfoa cannot have re^ in 

«ss-r;trfsss.Ti.-5c 

words, “ Thou &t the same, 0 Swetaketu,, declared the feet of 
C:^paiion..hy the worda. ‘‘tiie so^ 
knows • of him, the loitering is only while he is notfi^®^ 
ted,— and he diaU be emancipated.”* If the test Thon jj^ 
the same” were to cause a sentient spirit, desirous of emanci^ 
lion to assume identity with theunsentient 
STflie word entity or spirit, then the test would be tentadio^. 

«t OTOTitimV’ •ad ta « «« toe ^ 

Bdf-oontradiotory, much to the detriment 

ijLfore, of no authority. But it is ^ to c^d^ 

Se innocent Sastra as of no authority. If ^ 

*«. wereio teadi an ignorant soul, desirous of Emancipation 
^Siruns^tie^t no-spirit was the Spirit, and^t [poor misguid- 

"edVsoul, through feith [in the Sastra]. 

' tjie blind men and the os-tail, t did not cease from that notion 

man and the ox-tafl is verioady toli Of ^ : 

Ml« ctoOTto. 3SS? 

_ ^ aaA bdlow. Bus 





leate of tho [rori] Spizitt 
ae inooloated on Hm],^ 
time, debai^ i^m good and inbnr o 
SastiA. teaches the rightful ohservanoe of • th^^gni-Hbtra aod^ 
other oOremonies for a person des&^s of attaining Heaven ahd^: 
other enjoyments, so also it properly teaches, to the person desi** 
rons of Emancipation, tl^e rightM doctrine of *the Spirit, \oy-* 
ing, ^^He is the Spirit— Th<i# art the same, 0 Swetaketu/g 
Such^ing the case, the inculcatien of Emancipation to the 
frutt^older follows by the example of release [to the honest 
man falsely accused of theft] by his holding a red-hot axe. 
On the other hand if the real Spirit were l^u^t to be some- 
thing n<rt the principal [cause of the Universe], like the teach* 

* ^ I aihdjie vital air,’’ then the Sastrio doctrine [f* Thou art 
r£me’/] would be only a figure [or fiction], (^loulated for a 
ine% transient fruit The teaching of Emancipation would not 
from this. Therefore there is no figurativeness in the 
appli^tion' of the word Spirit to the entity [or real] minit 
mum. But to a servant, where the distinction of master%nd 
servant is ny^est, the application of the word Spirit or sell^ 
as Bhadrasen^^ myself [alter ego] may be figurative/’ 
Again, because a figurative word is found in some place, tiiere- 
fore it is not correct thus to fabricate figurativeness in a case 
which depends on the verbal proof [of theSastra] — ^ibr that 
would introduce scepticism everywhere. 

As to what has been said that the word Atm&” [spirit, es- 

blind man’s grasp the harder ; for he was afraid of the oonseqaences of Ids 
gfiide giying him the slip. After long stemgle in a forest, the parltewsta 
bsnightriyfrhen a serrant of the blind mfll fatto-in-law, aooi^^B 


iagjiis under the grasp of a strM^er, and, 
thb^nan was a robber, snatched the animal 
si^Cds£l% a go^jr number of kicks and blows, left the bfind 



: stand oommonly for the sentient ^nd^^sen*^ 

tient, as^nejiWfflEd*" jyotifl” [Ught] does for the sacri^oe (jyo* 
tishipma) and, J||||p|flame} that is not oogent — ^because it is not 
right t(f affix many^ [d|Yeii^] meanings. Therefore the word 
Spirit has chiefly i£e senti^^for its object. It is appli&ble to 
zaaterial objects only by the imputation of sentienoy — ^as ^Hhe 
•‘qyirit of matter”— ‘‘ the spirit of organs.” And even if the 
ysrord ** Atm&” [spirit] have a general signifloation^ still with* 
^ut some ^veming reason, ''^either in the subject or the context, 
you cannot fix it to any object arbitrarily. Nor in the instance 
before us is ti^e any thing fixing it to the unsentient, for the 
subject is the observant entity or Spirit, and the context is the 
sentient^Swetaketn. And we have already said th^ it is not , 
possible for the sentient Swetaketu to have the tijarontieh^ 
his spirit. Hence it is certain that the word Atm&” [spi|||3 ^ 
has here the sentient for its purport?i^ And the word jyous” 
too is by popular usage applied to “ flame” — ^it is only by Vedio 
figure that it is applied to a certain sacrifice because of its simi* 
litiffie to flame. Hence the instance cited is no example. 

. Besides having in the previous Sutra [I. 1, G^^pounded the 
word Spirit” to the exclusion of all doubt #a^o figurativeness 
and generality, the present Sutra, Because Emancipation is 
•^dadared of one identical with Him,” is for setting forth an 
independent Treason for the exclusion of the causativeness of i 
Fradh&na. Hence the unsentient Pradh&na is not indicated 
by the word Entity” [in the Upanished texts where the same 
is uBed for the pre-existent cause of ,the TJnivwse], 

. What other reason is there fQ]^ not taking Ftadhfina as the 
the word Entity ^ 

^ITAlSO there is ho INTlHATlOir OF A 

BELIHaUlSKlCBNT. 

It iivthe texts He isdite Spirit— Thou ari the^sam^^the 
Fradh&na wCre^jl^e object of ihstrudi£i$n 4i^%]^ 

” Entity,” thehlest the* pn^ illm him 
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iliftt msj^otioii ^ghi» by yirtae of his no-spirit ide^ ide|i« 
tided wifh it [by devotion], it .wonld b^requiriteifor the tntbr^^ 
desiroue of inouloa^ng the Spirit as prinoi]^ to intiinateiih^ ; 
lelinqnishment [of his first preoeptj. ^As^a person, deSironS (tf 
showing [his pupil] the [subtle] star Arun^ati, first fixes his 
observation to a neighbouring star of a large magnitu^U^ 
[though] not the principal object of instruction, as if it were* 
itself Arundhati, and then [after thus fixing his observation] js 
gives that star up<ind makes [his pupil] ken [the rqfd] Arun* 
dhatf, so [here the spiritual preceptor after introducing Pra- 
dh^na] would say This is not the Spirit.’^ J3ut he has not 
said so. The comprehension of the Entity [or cause of the Uni- 
verse] appears to be the object and end of thd 6th Chapter 

the Cnk^qidogya]. The word ‘‘ also^’ in the Sutra shows 
thjtt the question has not been done violence to. If there* were 
an intimation of relinquishment, then there would be violence 
done to the question. For tho question proposed was that on 
the cause being^nown, all is known. For we thus hear at the 
commencement of the text : “ Did you ask of the instruction 
by which whd^ unheard becomes heard, what is uncogitated 
becomes cogitai^d^^the unknown becomes known P How, O 
Lord, is that instruction P As, 0 gentle pupil, by one clod of 
earth all earthy (things) are known. The fabrication is nomi^ * 
nal, and a mere recourse to a term. That it i^ earth, is alone 
the truth. Such, 0 gentle pupil, is the instruction.”* But if 
Ftadhtoa were taken as the purport of the word Entity, and 
were known with or without the idea of relinquishment, as*the 
cause of all objectivity, still the class of subjectivity would not 
ihe:^by beAnown. For sul^eetiriilly is not a fahri«rijgri/M^ 
FtadhidI, therefore P]radh&na is not indicated by tnewi^ . 
Entity. 

W|kai other reason for Pradhdna’s not being the im^rt of 
jhe woi^Entiiy P 


f Chhaadogjra, 883. 
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9. Because op* RESoLyrioN into the Spirit/ 

*On tfie subject o^th^ same cause) the import of the word 
Entity, it is found in the Veia thus : ‘‘ When it is said of the 
swapiti,” [it sleeps] then it attains the Spirit, it is resolv- 
“ed into the Spirit. Henoe the word swapiti^^ — ^for the soul is 
wesolved into the Spirit.”* The text declares the well-known 
popular t|ppi for the soul, swapiti.” Here the word “ swa” 
stands for the Spirit. That which is the subject cause, the im- 
port of the wo]|^ Entity, the soul resolves itseK into the same, 
gets into it. The meaning of the verb ‘‘ i” with the preposi- 
tion “ api” is* well known to be “ Eesolution” — ^for to find the 
words “ Generation” and Eesolution” applied tg^^^oduoti^ 
and SisBolution. The soul is awake when, perceiving obje^of 
sense, because of its special semblance-relation to mentd spies, 
it is connected with that organization [the body]. When being 
sul^ect to its [various] affections, it dreams, Iben it is charac- 
terized by mind.” On the cessation of both these semblances, 
in the state of deep sleep, being destitute of th^-csharacteristios 
caused by those semblances, it becomes disss^^ as it were into 
Self, and henoe it is said that it is resolved into the Spirit. As 
the woifl “ hridaya” (heart) has been expounded in the Veda, 
rfs.— This Sjarit is in hrid, (the heart),” and so follows its dis- ' 
tinotion “ hridyayam”t [hridi + ayam, this in the heart] and 
hence the term hridaya,” and as the Veda exhibits the radical 
dexfvation of the words asandyi” and udany&” [himger and 
thirst] viz. The waters digest^the food, the heat digests the 
so likewise the sentence it is resolved into the Spirit 
n^catedby the word Entity,” shows this meaning by the expo- 
sition of the appellative ** swapiti.” 

But the sentient soul con never get into unsentient PracUid- 

na by way of identification/ If, again, Ftadhfina were indioa- 

■ • . '«r‘ . . ' 

« Chhandogya, 430. IbkC 340. t Ibid, 438. . 
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ted- bjr the word “ swa”* as identical [with the 80ul}.e\&i thens 
^he absurdity would follow tlmt the sen^ent is resolved into the 
unsentientr • And pother text» eie,, being unified with the 
intelligent Spirit,, it knows ^lotlung^ external or internal, 
proves* that in the state of deep^sleep^ttiere is a resolution* into 
the sentient. Therefore that in which is the resolution of siik 
sentients is itself sentient^ and it, not Pradh&na, is the purporiT" 
of the word Entity, the cause of the ITniverset What further 
reason is there qgainst Pradhdna being the causa^ the Unl^ ^ 
verse P * 

10: B'eca.tjse of a uniform findino. — ^ ** •— 
If, after the mere argumentative manner, various causes had 
been fous^d also in the Vedanta texts, that is to say, somewhere 
""Ifte sentient £rahma as the cause of the Universe, somewhere 
thh^msentient Pradh4na, somewhere another again [sfich as 
atoms] then thej:e would have been a fabrication in some places 
of texts about [figurative] observation out of complaisance to 
the theory of Pradhdna’s causativeness. But there is no juch 
thing. For there is a uniform finding in all the Vedanta texts 
of senticnt-cSiiativeuess. As from a blazing fire sparks scatter 
on all sides, so fcoih this Spirit, all pr&nas spring up to their 
[various] receptacles. Thus, ‘‘from prdnas, the gods, from^ 
gods, the worlds.” “ From that, /. «., this Spirit, Jbhe ((kisa*^ 
produced.” “ From the Spirit alone is all this*^^ “ This pr&na 
is produced from the Spirit. All these texts exliibit the cau- 
sativeness of the Spirit. And we have already said that the 
word Spirit stands for the sentient. And this is a great reason 
for the authority of all the Vedanta that there is a «unif<>rm^ 
consistency %ith reference to the causativeness of the Ax^enj^ 

* ThoiBibUo*^hoca Indies's edition is again dangerously wrong, heise— having 
instead of • 

t l^ad, 790. 

X Chhandogya, 626. In tho citation of these texts, also, dangerous errors 
have ciept^into the text of thoj^ibliotheca edition: instead of 

^ir vv « snarer w instead of w. 
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Kke [tl& authority of] the eye, &c., with reference to oolounr, 
&o. Therefore, because^ of this unifon^ finding, the all-know; 
ing Srahma is the cause of the^XJniverse. 

•What*other reason is there forsaking the all-knowing Brah* 
ma to be the cause of the Universe ? 

41. Because Afso of its being heard for so found in the Veda), 

0 That, by the word swa (spirit or self) the all-knowing God is 
meant, as^e Cause of the Universe, is also ^eord (or found in 
the Veda). In the Swetdswatora Mantra Upanisliad, on the 
Ml-knov^^ God as the subject, it is said, “ lie is the cause, the 
Supreme Lord of all organs (or instruments) — nor is there any 
producer or Lord of him.’’* Hence it is demonstrated that the 
all-knowing Brahma is the cause of the Universe, not unsen- 
tient IPradhana, or anything else. Commencing from the sutra^ 
“ From whom the production, of this &o.,” down to the (premht) 
Butra “ Because, also of its being heard,” th§ purport of the 
Vedanta texts that have been cited under them, that the 
all-5nowing, and all-powerfid God is the cause of the produc- 
tion, continuance, and dissolution of the Universe^^s been logi- 
cally expounded. And by the statement ^10 Sutra]. “ Be- 
cause of a uniform finding,” it has been shown that all the Ve- 
dmta tests oi'C asserters of a sentient cause. Then why again 
bring in the following array of sutius P 

Answer, Brahma is comprehended in two ways : Ist, as pos- 
selBsed of different semblances of modification in name and foim ; 
2ndt as destitute of all semblances. Thus : ‘‘ Where it is like a 
duality, there one sees anothor.”t “ But whore every thing is 
^deil^iotjf with itself, there whom can it see, ai^4>y what P'^ 
• Wifere one sees no other, hears no other, knows no other, 
that is the acme. But where one ^sees another, hears another, 
knows another, that must be little, [for it may have another 
equal or greater than itsdifjs' The acme is immortal, theTittlo 
isinortal (or terminable.”)^ The yise [t, (?., the all-knowing 
^ Swetos. 364. t Briliad Ar,, 01 aud 028. X Clihandogya, 617. 



51 


Spirit], who having sot forth all forms ajid havitig JxAM names, 
^remains respecting “Without paAs, without acts, 

tranquil, guileless^ uii^inei^, the supreme emhaukruent of 
mortality, like a fire after fmA is burnt opt.”t “ Not* this, not 
this.”* “ Not gross, not subtle, not sinallj not largo.’’ “ 8mall 
(or limited) $ on tlio ono hand, yet full (of unlimited) 
otlier.” Thus in thousands of ways do tho texts exhibit the two 
forms of Brahma as varied under Knowledge and IgnoranoQ. 
In the state oMgnoranco there is the universal j)ractice of hold- ‘ 
ing [both] as tho object and subject %f devotion. 

Some of these devotions of Brahma are for 
ments, some ore for graduated emancipation, jiiid some for per- 
fection of works. The distinctions being according to tho 
_ variations jjf their semblances of especial qualifioations. Al- 
though tho object of devotion is but ono Ood, tho Supremo 
Spirit, qualified by all thoso especial qualifications, yet tho 
effects vary according to tlio quality of the devotion. As in 
the text “ In whatever way ono worships Him, thai ho bo- 
, comes.” Also, “ What the soul meditates in this world, that 
it becomes yhon departing from hcuce.” Also tlio Smriti, “ 0 
son of Kunti ! wlijitover state a person thinks of, wlion lie gives 
up his body at the end, tliat ho attains, being over engaged in 
the same contemplation. ”§ ^ * 

Although ono and the same Spirit is latent in all bodies, im- 
moveable or moveable, still in couseqiionoo of dilferenoes in 
semblauco-rolations to tlie mind, difforeucos are mentioned dn 
respect of dignity and capacity even in the immutable, eter- 
nal, unifonn Spirit, progressively manifesting itself. Thus, 

“ Ho who has an cxtoiided knowledge of him, the 

Here the Smriti also has it. “ In whatever substanco is %9:osss 

of glory or beatitude, kno^it to bo tho product of a portion bf 

*^he Bibliotheca Indica s edition of the ^iginal, citee this passage wrong-— 
making it instead of 

jt- Bribad Ar., 370. { BriUiid^^^ 909. § Bhagarad-gita, viii. 6. 
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my brilKafltse/^ Here jkhat which has excess of glory is incul- 
cate(f as God, bemg an object of worsh^ 

^ And ii&re too (in the Brahma Stitras*he author will*declare 
that in the solar orb, <|]ie golden s6ul is supreme, because of its 
having for its denotative freedom from all stains. The same 
^ noticed in iJio Sutra [I. 1, 22.] “ Akdsas, [is Brahma] 

from having its denotative.” Thus the knowledge of the Spi- 
ijt too, the cause of immediate Emancipation, though inculcated 
•• by the door of specific semblances, may be dubiously taken for 
the supreme or the reverse, since no specific semblance is inten- 
’ tKjFfe^doularod, and therefore it must be determined by the 
discussion of the tpndency of the texts.* As in the Sutra “ Joy- 
ful, because of reiteration.” Thus the one and the same Brah- 
ma is inculctfitcd in the Vedanta texts to be worshipped and 
understood as requiring semblance-relation, and also as exclud- 
ing semblance-relation. The following part of this work is 
undertaken for the purpose of elucidating this. And that 
which ivas declared in the Sutra [I. 1, 10] ‘‘ Because of a 
uniform finding,” i, tho exclusion of another unsentient 
cause, the same is hero treated by tho exposition of other texts 
concerning Brahma refuting all causes opposqd to brahma. 

o 

— — 12. Joyful, because of reiteration. 

In the Taittiriya Upanishad, after promising ‘‘ tho broaden,” 
“ the breathy,” the mental,” “ the intelligent,” it is added, 
Different from tho same intelligent is tho inmost joyful Spi- 
rit.” Hero the doubt occurs — “ Is the Supreme Brahma indi- 
cated by the word “joyful, ”t which is the real truth, know- 


• Tho words immediately preceding thes^in the Asiatic 

Society's edition, viz, are not found in Ram Mohun Roy’s edi- 

tion, or in that of Ananda Chandra Yedantavagis. As the Editor of the 
Asiatic Society's edition always notices its variations from Ram'Mohun's, but 
has taken no such notice hero,( Jke words seem to have crept in through a 
miitake. 
t Taittirya, 81. 
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ledge, and the infinite P”* Or like tlij “ broaden, is it 
Brahma in another sense ? What ^ then ttio result P TThe 
“joyful^ must bo a se^ndary spirit in another sense cf Brah- 
ma. Why P Beotiuso it occui;^in tliQ same series as thc^seopu^ 
ary spirits “ broaden,” &o. Or lot it b^ called “ joyful,” be- 
cause it is the inmost of all, — ^but it cannot bo the pQnnniji, 
Spirit, for it has “ pleasure,” &o., foisiits limbs, and its ombodietl-* 
ness is declared. Had it been the juimary Spirit, there (».ould 
not have been a^touch of pleasure,” &c. But hero wo find tha^ 
“ pleasure is its head,”t and we hoar also of its cmbodiodness, 
this is the embodied spirit of tlio former onoj; JSikBLiAJbmmj" 
this “ Joyful,” is the embodied spirit of the /ormor “ Intelli- 
gent.” The touch of pleasure and pain cannot bo proeluded 
from an en\J)odied entity. Therefore the joyful spiyt is a more 
ffeeter# 

T® these objections, it is thus answered : Joyful, because of 
reiteration.” The Supremo Spirit is fit to bo joyful. Why P 
Because of reiteration. The word joy is many times rey eatod- 
ly applied to the great Spirit. Referring to tlio “joyful,” it is 
said, “ He i^ho flavour.”^ Thus declaring his (hivouredness, 
it is added, “ This, (soul) obtaining the flavour, becomes joyful. 
Who could breathe, who sould live, if this joy were not in [tho 
universal expanse of] Akasa.|| This alone diffuses joy.*^ “TRfT 
is tho determination of joy.”’*'* “ Tho soul attains this* joyful. 
Spirit.”tt “ Knowing the joy of Brahma, he*is afraid of no- 
thing.”JJ “ He understood joy to be Brahma. ”§§ In another 
text again, the word joy is found to bo applied to Brahma, .r/s., 
“ Brahma, the Intelligence and J oy.” Hence from the fre- 
quently repeated apfjlication of tho word joy to Brahma, wo 
Bralp^ia is the joyful Spirit. « 

As to ,/hat has been said that because of its occurring in the 

•JPaittirya, 66. t 83. t Ibid, 80. § Ibid, 99. 

II Ibid, 100. See Sankara’s coramentarj^n this passage, 
f Ibid, 103. ** Ibid, 117. tt Ibid, 119. tt Ibid, I29i 

§§ Br., 075. 
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same saries with tho secondary spirits, ‘‘ breaden,” &o., the joy- 
ful IS also a seccftidaTy spirit, this is no fault — ^because the joy; 
fill is inmost of all [or farthest #f all]. The Sastra, ^desirous 
of instructing on tho^ primary spirit, and following out the po- 
pular notion, [first] declaring the breaden, the body, the«no-spi- 
sai^niitoriously taken to be the spirit by the extremely stupid, and 
like an image of molted copper thrown into a crucible, making 
them receive, as spirit, the further and further no-spirits, similar 
io the preceding ones, at last for the greater faeility of instruc- 
tion, taught that the inmost (or furthest) of all, the joyful, was the 
•This is the secret [of the Sastra]. As in the 
pointing out of j;he star Arundhati, after showing many stars 
as secondary [and unreal] Arundhatis, that which is shown 
last, becomes the chief [and real] Arundhati, so l^pre also the, 
joyful, being the ultimate, is also the primary spirit. 

As to what you say that the conception of pleasure, &#., os 
head, &c., is inapplicable to the primary spirit, that is caused 
by th^ foregoing un-ultimato [proximate] semblances. It is not 
a natural [or genuine conception]. Here there is no fault in it : 
for the embodicdiiess too of the joyful is shown [njgrely because 
it is] the series of the bodies broaden, &o., Jb^t there is no un- 
disguised embodiment hero as in the fleeter, lienee the Joyful 
TriBe Sdprome Spirit. 

* 13. If you sa¥. Because of the particle of modification, 

IT IS not: then I REPLY, No, because of the sense of 

abundance. 

« « 

Here [the’ opposite party] says, the Joyful cannot ho the 
Ckprome Spirit. "Why — ^because of the particle of modification. 
[^aSini IV. 3, 82.]* This is a word different frona the radical, 
being' an expression implying a modification [of the radica!], 
because in joyful, (anaudamaya) the import of the affix nwyat 

* ^ Siddkanta KaumudlJ^TOl. 1, p.^86, Taranath Tarkavachaspatfs 

Edition. 
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Therefore like breadon, &o.^ this wor^ joyful 
.in^'Ses an object of modification (or comp&ition)^ If you ar- 
gue thus, wo reply, No — ^beca\i^ the particle “ niayat*^ is^held 
[by grammarians] also in sense of abundance. .For f jp 
Panini»V. 4, 21.] “Mayat in the sonSb of fulness,”* this 
sutra affixes mayat,” — also in case of abundance, as (annfti;. 
maya) ‘‘ breaden sacrifice” expresses abundance of broad. * I» 
the same manner the joyful signifies Brahma, abundant in joy^ 
The abundance of joy in Brahma appears thus : After speaking; 
of joy in a hundred-fold degree, beginning from the human, 
and proceeding upward and upward, the joy of Brahma is con- 
cluded to be incapable of excess [or any JngTier degree]. 
Hence (the affix) “ mayat” is in the souse of Abundance. 

• 

^ 14. ALS(f BECAUSE He IS DECLAllED TO BE ITS CAUSE. 

Hienee also (the aflix) ** mayat” is in the sense of abundance, 
because the Veda declares that Brahma is the cause of joy, thus 
tliis one dilfuses joy.”t He who diflusos joy obtains celebri- 
ty as abundant in joy. As a person who causes other’s opu- 
lence in tho^ world, obtains the rcjaitation of liimself being 
abundant in opulence, so here. Thercl’oro from the congi’uous- 
ness of ma}'at having als(f the sense of abundance, the Supreme 
Spirit is verily the joyful, 

15, The same is also sung as the Buamma of the 

* MANtUAS. 

Hence also is the Suiucme S 2 )iiit’tho Joyful, because after 
the text^the knower of Brahma attains the su][f^emo (good)” 
it is added “ Brahma; the truth, the knowledge, the infinite. 

In this mantra, the same real Brahma wlio is distinguMyfl l)y 
the attribute-, “ the truth, the knowledge and the infinite 
firom whom all immoveable and moveable creatures wo luodueed 
in o’tder, commencing with ukusa, also, after creating all 
things and entering into tBbm, rem&ins in the recess, inmost of 

* Siddhanta Kaumudi, p. 722. t 100. • { Ibid, b6. 
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all, for yhoie recognition it is {successively) added, another 
inner spirit, ’^tthe same Brahma of the Mantra is hero sung^ 

He^ who is the other inner spirit is the joyful.” Of tfie Man- 
tles andi Brahm^as, the same purport may be reasonably conclu- 
ded, because they afe not conflicting. Otherwise the real sub- 
would be lost* and an unreal introduced. Nor is there after 
^he ^Joyful another inner spirit named, as there is after the 
broaden, &o. The same is the object of the text. “ This is the 
instruction received by Bhrigu and imparted J)y Varuna. lie 
understood that joy was Brahma.”* Hence the Supreme Spi- 
rit is himself the Joyful. 

'Tt<J « 

16. Not* THE other, because of incongruity. 

Hence also is the Supreme Si)irit Joyful — not the other. 
Ther other means another than God, namely, the'^fleeting souf. 
The soul is not expressed by the word Joyful — ^why ? because 
of incongruity. Eoferring to the Joyful, it is declared ‘‘ He 
desii’ed, let me bo many, lot mo be produced.” And “He 
exercised meditation, having exercised meditation, ho created 
all this — ^whatever there is,”t Here a desire prior to the pro- 
duction of the body, &c., and the identity of all modifications 
in process of creation, with the Croallfr, and tlfe creation of all 
j|Uo^ificQ,tions, cannot be congruous in any other than the Su- 
premQ Spirit* 

c 

17. Because also a distinction is inculcated. 

Uenoe also tlie fleeter is not tKe joyful, because, in reference 
to tile joyful, ft is declared, “ He is the flavour, this one [the fleet- 
jng soul] obtaining the flavour, becomes joyous.” Thus is a 
dist^ietton between the soul and the joyful, inciiloated. For 
t^twhiohis (already) obtained cannot bcuomo (an object) tobb 
OBX.\ i^Ep. How then is the spirit to bb sought, and “ there 
is nothing high* than the obtoinment of the spirit,” as both 
the oruti and the smriti haVe it, — shlbe you have said that which 
• Tuitt, 128. t Ilad. 87, 30. 
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Ib already obtained, oaunot become an object to |||^ o||tained P 
Well — but still the existing spirit in^w&oh th^identifloatiou 
with tUb Supreme is not (in t|;;nth) abolished, is found to^hav^ 
the popular persuasion, caused by non-comprehension of truth» 
that tha body and its members, whicli arello-spiiit, are the spi- 
rit. Therefore the spirit is not sought, but to be sought, bj% 
the embodied soul, though it is itself* the spirit, not obtained; 
but to be obtained, not hoard of, but to bo lioord, not cogitatec^ 
but to be cogitated, not known, but to bo known, &o. And ' 
thus a distinction is deduced. 

But texts like the following disallow any real soor or hearer 
other than the all-knowing ( fod, viz., “ There^ is no soor other 
than tlA, &o.’' But Ood is dift'eroni from the embodied agent 
and patient, the creaturo of ignorance called the •cognition- 
spirit ; — as from the juggler, holding a sword of hide and as- 
cending to the sky by niL*ans of a cord, thfe real juggler, stand- 
ing on the eartli, is diffc'ront ; or as from tlio akasa in a pot, li- 
mited by semblance, tli(3 dkasa whicli is unlimited by somb|(|ace, 
is different. Belying on tliis sort of diilbroiioe bciweou tlie 
coguition-spjrit and the Supremo Spirit, the two sutras are laid 
4owii, viz. ‘‘ Not the other, beeaus(3 of incongruity,” and. 

Because also a distinct^ is inculcated.” 

18 . Because also of debiuk, the iMAoiNATidN f of •iub 
SaNKIIYAs] is not to JIE KKCiAltDED. 

• 

In respect of the joyful it is said, “ Ho desired, let rje be 
many, let me be produced.” Hence, because of the description 
of desiringness, neither is the imagined uou-Bentient Pradl^^ryis 
fabiioated iSy the Sankhya, to bo regarded as joyful w (he 
cause. T1 j\xgh. Pradhdua was refuted in the fifth suti^, 

Not BO, because of observation : it is unheard,” yet, taking 
occasion incidentally from the desir^pgness set forth in the pre- 
ceding sutra, it is again refuted forlhe purpose of showing the 
uniform finding of the Veda. 



1ft, [The Sastra]«tbaches also his unification with this. 

Hence also the word Jojful js not applicable to Pradhfina or 
tq the SQul, because [the Sastraj^cteaches the unification of him, 
f. the soul awakel^ed [to true knowledge], with this, the Joy- 
^fel real spirit. Union with his self is Unification, that is to 
cay7 Identification, meaning Emancipation. The Sastra teaches 
ttis unification. When indeed he fearlessly attains a posi- 
• tion of unification in this invisible, unembodied, ineffable, 
(Brahma) destitute of illusion, he attains fearlessness, but 
when he fancies the slightest difference from him, then he falls 
into fear.”* In other words, if he fancies even a small differ- 
ence and distinction from that Joyful one, then heroes not 
cease from' fear of the world ; but when he stands as identically 
the* same with this Joyful one, then he ceases from fear of the 
world. But this canr consist only with the reception of thoi Su- 
preme Spirit, not the reception of Pradhana or of the soul either. 
He|j|pe it is demonstrated that the Joyful is the Supreme spirit. 

Here it may be thus objected ; In the texts, “ this soul is 
breaden-flavour-full— after this breaden-flavour-full, another 
soul, further inward, is the life-full — another soul, inward, is thg 
mind-fiill — another further sgul, inwa®, is the ihtelligence-full,*^ 
5 r*the tiJfix “ mayat” has been used in a series of modification- 
senses, How can it now after the manner of the half old, half 
young, suddenly get, in the Joyful,” the sense of abundance, 
apd have Brahma for its object ? If you say it is used so in the 
Mantras, then the breaden and other [secondaries] would also 
relate to Brahma. To this it is answered : it is evident that 
4^6 breaden and other secondaries have no relation to Brahma, 
bepaiuse'it is ssSi in regard to them, after it and after it, further 
and further, another and another spirit ; but after the Joyful no 
other further spirit is mentioned. Hence the Joyful is Brahma ; 
because otherwise there '^o^d be an abandonment of the nght 
subject and a fabrication of a wrong bne. 

* Tait,, 100, &o. 
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To this it is rejoined : although there is no m|pti^ in the 
Vedas of another further spirit after the* joyfu^ as there is in 
the oasd of the breaden and otl^er secondaries, still the joyful is 
not Brahma. Because with* the joyful as the subjopt/it^is 
mentioned, his head is pleasure, the sout& wing is gratification, 
the north wing is delight, the spirit is joy, tl\p tail [or rear] is^ 
Brahma, the stand (or support).*** Such being the case, the^Veiy 
Brahma who is the subject in the Mantra, ‘‘ Brahma, the truth, 
the knowledge, the infinite,” t the same is here spoken of 
Brahma the tail [or rear], the stand (or support).** It is 
from a desire of making him known that the five receptacles 
are invented, beginning with the breaden and tSminating with 
the joyful. Then how can there be an abandonment of the real * 
subject and the fabrication of an unreal one ? • 

* But is it nBt as a member of the joyful tliat it is said, “ the tail 
(or jpear) is Brahma, the stand (or support),** just as with refer- 
ence to the breaden and others, it is said, “ this is the tail (or 
* rear), the stand (or support), &c. P** * Then how can Brahma 
have self-supremacy ? We reply, because he is subject? But 
even if he were comprehended as a member of the joyful, still 
his subjectiveness would not be given up, because the joyful is 
Itself Brahma ?• To thi#it is angered : In that case the same 
Brahma would be the joyful,* the spirit, the body,— and %0 
same Brahma (again) the tail, the stand, a (mere) mojpber of 
that body, which would be (manifest) inconsistency. But if you 
(elect between the two and) take one of the alternatives, then 
the declaration of Brahma can only consist in “ Brahma^ the 
tail, the stand,** because it is joined with the word Brahma: — 
notin the expression ‘‘joyful,** because that expression is not 
joined with^he word Brahma. 

Moreovr , after the saying “ the tail is Brahma, the staiK^** 
it is added [in the Taittiriya Upanishad], “ In that sense is 
* *Tait., 83, 84. thuB expounded Jy Sankara (Tait., 69) Slfilfirwfir 

t Xait., 56. 
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this slol^/’* He becomes a mere non-entity [a vi}e, unmanly 
perAon], if he thinks ^that Brahma is a non-entity. If he think 
that Brahma is, then [right-minded] people know hiA to be* 
an entity [a real manly personj.’^j* And in this sloka, from its 
layipg down the 'mei!^; and demerit of acknowledging the entity 
and non-entity oj£ Brahma, without drawing after the joyful, 
it follows that in the words, ‘‘ the tail is Brahma, the stand,’’ 
there is the self-supremacy of Brahma. Nor would it be rea- 
spnable to notice any doubt on the entity or non-entity of the 
joyful spiiit : because the joyful, qualified by pleasure, gratifioa- 
. tion, &c., is manifest to all the world. 

But why IS the self-supreme entity Brahma distinguished as 
• the tail of the Joyful in the words — “ The tail is Brahma, the 
stand ?” This is no fault. The tail” — that is, like a tail, 
the stand” means the supreme recoptade — that is', the one neslt 
(or resting-gplace) of all worldly joys is the Brahma-joy. Jhis 
is here the signification, not membership. Another Vedic text 
says, Of this joy, the other creatures subsist, but on a tittle.”}: 
Moreover, if the joyful wore Brahma, then by the memberships 
of pleasure, <&c., a Brahma would bo arrived at, distinctly de- 
finable ; but in texts relating to Brahma, he is declared to be 
indefinable, because of hissing called incofnprehensible hff 
^eech gnd mind. Thus, “ speech and mind [lit. with the 
'mindj^not apprehending [Brahma] stop short of Him. Know- 
ing the joy of Brahma, one is not afraid of anything. ”§ 

^^in, if [the aflix “ mayat” were taken in the sense of 
abnijidance, and] Brahma were held to be abundant in joy, then 
the existence of sorrow would also be introduced, because in 
tlje world the [relative] idea of abundance suggests [the co- 
exis&nce of] its opposite, scantiness. In that- case, violence 
if^uld be done to the text, which inculcates the want of any 
different idea in Brahma, the acme : viz., where he sees no 
other, he hears no other, ^ he knows of no other, that is the 

* Tait., 84. t Tait., 86.' } Brihad Ar., 816. § Tait., 7^ 
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acme.’’* The joyfiil again is also diviy^ble as to its ao- 
^oordingtothe division of [its members] j)leasiire, ^cj, but Brah- 
ma is n8t divisible as to its bo(]^, for the following text inoul- 
oates its infinitude : “ Brahmi^ the ,truth, the knowledge, t^j^ 
infinitej't Because also of another text, ^ One is God, latent 
in all beings, all pervading, the inward spirit pf all beings.’*J 

Nor is the reiteration of the [adjective] ‘‘joyful” observed iif tha 
Veda. The idea of the noun alone is reiterated everywhere in its 
several senses. Thus, “ lie is the flavour. This soul obtaining th^ 
flavour becomes joyous. Who could breathe, who could live, if 
this joy were not in A!k4sa ? This alone difluscs joy. This is 
the determination of joy.” “ Knowing the joy olTBrahma, ho is 
afraid of nothing.” “ He understood joy to be Brahma. ”§ Now 
had it been ascertained that the word “joyful” was^ho predi- 
cate of BrahrSa, then the rc^petition of the “ joyful” might have 
beei^admitted, even thoiigli in suecoeding passages the word 
“joy” alone were used. But we have already declared that the 
joyful is not Brahma by reason of its liaving pleasure for its 
head, &c. Therefore, seeing in another text, viz., “ Br&hma, 
the IutclHg(m(.'e and Joy,”|| tlie application to Brahma, of only 
the radical sense of [the substantive] joy, the texts “ if there 
were no joy in Alasa,” &o., must bt^understood to have rc3forence 
to Brahma, and not as reiterations of the “joyful.” 

As to the reiteration of tlie word joyful witli the affix “ m^y^t” 
in the following text, “ The soul attains tins jftyful spi^” it 
has no relation to Brahma, because it occurs in the series m the 
modified spirits, broaden, &c., which are attainable by uo-sp^its. 
But [may it not bo objected], if the attainable joyful has the 
state of Brahma, [only] like the broaden, &c., then the fruit 
the attainment of Brahma by the learu||j^Dmst also be unascer- 
tainable. ^^iiis is no fault. For by the very ascertaining rf 
the attainment of the joyful, the fruit is ascertained of the at- 
tainment by the learned of Brahny^ in the state of the tail 

♦ Chhaiidogya, 617. t Tait., 60.* J Swetaswatara, 365. 

§ >TaU.. 99, 119, 128. || Brihad Ar., 675. 
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and thf stand— -beoaus^ such is the exposition of the text, 
‘‘Even thatjsjhe sighifloation : — of whom speech falls short,” &o. 

As to the citation of the Tex<^ “ Ho desired, let me Ife many, 
Iqt ho produced,” in eoptigui)y with the Joyful, that being 
connected with fte* still more contiguous text, “ Brahma, the 
, Tail, the Stand,”, does not declare the Brahmaship of the Joy- 
fiil,*[but of the Tail]. 

^ The succeeding Vedic text too depending on Brahma, viz, 
' “ He is the flavour,” has no relation with the Joyful. But [may 
it not be objected], the text, “ lie desired,” being in the mas- 
culine, cannot rcasoiuihly ref»*r to Bralima. This is no fault, 
because in tUo following text, Brahma is the subject even by 
the ap[>lication of the word spirit in tlui masculine : “ From 
that, which is the same as this spirit, Akasa was produced.”* 

As to the understanding of Bhrigu, tlio son of Varuna, 
He uudorsiood that Joy was Brahma, ”t there, iu the absence 
of the affix mayafy iu the absence too of any declaration that 
pleasure was the luuid &c., the Brahmaship of Joy is consis- 
tent. ^ Tliereforo without recourse to sonic qualification, though 
it may bo tho siuaWost, lUoro is no cousisteiuy iu the idea of 
Brahma having absolutely jdoasuro for his liead &e. — and here 
tho objoct ia not to »ot ibrth a qualified Brahttia. Witness the 
• text which declares his tniusccnding iho range of speech and 
mmd.r Therefore tho affix mayat is to he mideretood, as in the 
Bremen do, sd also in tho Joyful, in the sense of modification, 
not Iroundanoe. 

4fl for the Sutras, they are to be expounded thus — ‘‘ Brahma, 
the Tail, the Stand.” Here a question arises. Is Brahma intended 
•to be set forth in the capacity of a member of the Joyful, or in his 
Belf-flupremaoy P To th ^p rima faoie] idea of membership, because 
af the word “ tail,” u is thus replied : “ Joyful, because of 
reiteration.” Joyful is the spirit, and here Brahma is the 
Tail, the Stand. Henoetbe self-supreme Brahma is set forth — 
because of reiteration. And because in the concluding sloka, 
• Tttit. 67. t Ibid, 128 
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He becomes a mere nou-eutity’’ &c.,<the one only B^ilima is 
reiterated. ^ • • * 

[As td the next or 13th Sutsa], “ If you say, because gf th^ 
particle of modification, it is i<t>t : I r|p|y, No, beeause 

the sense of Abundance.*’ By the word ** niclmontion” is inten- 
ded the word member. The refutation is [hero] challenged of < 
what has been said, that Ijecause of the word “ tail,” a menilbe]^ 
there is no self-supremacy of Brahma. This is mot by sayings 
that is no fault, h<^cause the word member is cousisteiit also iis 
the sense of abundance. In the idea of Abundance is involved the 
idea of Approximation, and the souse of approximation to a mem- 
ber. After the assertion of the members, head, &c, of the Brea- 
den &o., having also spoken of the other members, head &c. of 
^e Joyful, [tlie text] speaks in the sense of approrfirnation to 
a member, “ flrahina, the Tail, the Stand,” not, however, ^vith 
the intention of declaring a member, the reason wliereof, 

** because of reiteration,” proves the self-supremacy of Brahma. 

[The 14th Sutra is] “ Also, beeause He is <lo(‘larod tojse its 
cause.” Brahma is declared to bo tho cause of all products 
of modificatutp, including tho Joyful: thus '‘JIo created all 
this, whatever it bo.”* But tho entity Brahma, tlio cause, can- 
not be, in its primary sense, a membor of tho Joyful, his own 
modification (or product). And l\io other Sutraw arc to -bo eou* 
Bidered, to the extent of their scope, as expositiourf of ttfS very 
Brahma, declajed by the word “ tail.” ^ 

20. He is within, because of the inculcation or his 
attributes. 

Thus 8Mth the Veda: “Now he who is seen within ^ 
the aim, -the golden person, gold-hearde^ gold-haired, Ill.§old 
up to the tip of tho nails inclusively, ms eyes are like the 
lotijs, [refulgent] as a monkey’s tail, his name is “ «<” (or supe 
nor), he is risen superior to all sins. He who knows (or un 
derstands) thus, rises superior to all sins.”t So much for th 
* Tait. 90. t Cbhandogya, 60-62. 
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divine «ito [for purposes of meditation]. Now for the divine 
foihi. “ lie •who is ^een within the eye, the person” 
Jlcjro^a question arises. Is it fiK)nie fleeting iiidividualVho, by 
the attainment of^i^-em^niencje, ^ving to excess of learning and 
worsts, is deohireffro bo the person within the orb of the sun 
p and within the eye, as an object of devotion, or is it the eter- 
flally perfect supreme God ? The prjm^ facie view is, he is a 
fleeter. Wliy ‘f Because ho is declared to be possessed of form. 

' Jn the solar person, a form is given, the sipiilitude of gold- 
bearded <)tc. And in the ocuhu’ person, too, the same form is 
found by attribution. ‘‘ The form of tliis one is the £ 
of the other [the solar]. 

But the Supreme God cannot be consistently supposed to 
have a forfti, because of the text, ** lie has no sound, no touelj, 
no decay.”? Bcicause also arocoptacbj is declared [of the solar 
and ocular person], “ This one who is iu the sun, this ofieiwho 
is in the eye.” But a receptacle cannot bo laid down of the 
Supremo God who, without rticcidaclo, stands in his own glojy, 
and is all- pervading. “ Witm?s» the two texts— Whore does 
bo stand, Sir Y In his own glory.”§ And, “ Lifey A'kasa, ho 
enters all 1 hings and is otcnial.” Because also of the texts which 
limit (or dolinc), the dominions of the solar ami ocailar per- 
BOiK} ; lie rules both those worhls which are above that [orb the 
sun] ifiid thollcsircrs of divine enjoyments. "j| This is the limit 
of the dominion of tin* solar person. “ lie rules hcflli those worlds 
wliich are under that (eye), and also the dcsiroi-s of human 
enjcyiuonts,”1f This is (the limit of) the ocular person’s do- 
minion. But a doiiuuion, with limits, cannot be consistently 
"attr^buj^cd to the Supreme God, because of tbe te^t which de- 
olarbA his unqualiiiedness : ** lie is the lord of all, Ho is the 
Bovereigu of all creatures, He is the preserver of the creation, 
He is the eiubaukiueut, the protection against the overwhdlm- 

** CUihando^yii, 65. t lbid,'6G. J Katba. 119. § Cbhandof;ya, 518. 

II Chhaiidogya, 64. ^ Ibid^ 67. 
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ing of these worhls.”* Therefore the Supreme Q€tl is not 
within the eye and the sun. 

Mc*efiug this [pyniA, facie] argument we say, “ lie is withkiy 
because of the inculcation o% his ato*ibut#8.^ The pereon •set 
forth m the texts, “ Tliis one within the sun, this one Vith 
the eye,’* is the Suj^roiiio God himself, and n5t a tlooter. Ayiiy P* 
'‘Because of tlie inculeation of His attvihutes.” For his, tte 
Supremo God’s, attributes are here inculcated. Thus, “ llaviifg 
declared Ilis naine is “ ut,” i. e. the name of him, tlie solar persofl, 
the intorpretatioii follows, that Jlo is free from all sin, viz. “Tie 
is i^n superior to all sins.” And then th(*ro is rittribution : 
the^me interpreted name is also of the ocular ]>(‘rsf)n, viz. 
“ What is tliat one’s nann*, is iliis one’s name.” And it is of the 
jupremo spirit that fri'cdoni from all sin is declared. “ The 
Spii-it, destitute of sin ^V;c.’t 

Again, In the oeulav porM)n,“ the same is Rich, the same Saman, 
the same the sacrificial instrument (uktha), the same Vajus, the 
same three-fold Veda.”J This text i<Ientilic.s [ihci ocular [yTSOU ] 
with the Rich, iSaman, This is appli<;able to the Su[u*<*me God 
only, because /roiii causality of tho total follows Idi'utifioiiiion with 
the total, llofcrring also to the elements of earth, fin?, os seats 
ofthe divinity, and ilioltieh and Sanian, speech, breath, &c. os 
tho divine self, it is said, “ Of him tho Rich and tho Samail arf? tho 
two joints. ”<5 Thus far the divine scuts. »So also tllo divlTlo self, 
“ The two joints of that ono, aro the two joints [of this one].’' 
This too is applicable only to one who is ideiiti(;ai with the totM. 
“ Those who sing on tho harp sing oven Him — hence they bcctuno 
wealtliy.”|| Thus in worldly songs too ho alone is represented 
being sung. JL’his too, can }m consistent (only) on taking it o# thPo 
Supreind'God. Fnim the folhnving passage too, of the Bliagavod- 
gita, worldly beauty and dominion, when it is dcscrilxid as 
independent, bring in the suiTome divinity. Thus : “ Whatever 

• Brilia 4 l, 896. t Chhando^jjya, 61, 6% 571. J Cldiandogys, 66. 

§ Ibid, 63. II Ibid, 68. 
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eflflonco Ihero is, possgssod of woaltli, beauty, and power, know, 
thou to bo the |)Toduct qji my parts.” ^ 

% As to what has boon said that the desoripti<jp of a form,®“ gold- 
bearded’^ &o. cannot %be ^sisterftly applied to the Supreme 
Oodt to this we reply, there may be oven of the Supreme-Being 
“•an illusive form by virtue of his will out of compassion for 
worshippers. As it is said in the Smrj^i : “ This is an illusion 
cfeated by myself that thou Boost me, 0 Narada ! But thou 
*Au8t takemie to be [in reality] endued witl]|i the qujilities of 
.all creatures.” 

Moreover ^oro the supremo divine form is iuoulcated Weft 
of all (|uallfieations, tliero it bo(ioiues Without sound, *th- 
out touch, without fonn, witliout decay.”* But because of his 
causality of the Total, the Supreme God is also represented a| 
an object of devotion, (pialifted witli some of the attributes of 
modification : Tlius, “ lie is all-doer, all-dosirer, all smellj all 
flavour,” Ac.f Likewise he may bo reprosoiitcd “ gold-bearded” 
Ac. 

As to what has also been said with reference to the description 
of a rooeptaclo, that he cannot bo the Supreme Goth, to this it is 
replied, that there may be for the purpose of devotion, the in- 
culcation of a particular rc(3optai*lo oven of lliiu who dwelleth 
in his Own glory, ht'causo since Brahma pervades the whole, 

• like iVEisa, it^ follows tliat lie is within, and identical with every 
thing. The description of the limit or definition 6f glory, too, 
rcTpiirod by the division into the divine seats and the divine 
Bclb^is for the purpose of devotion. Therefore the Supreme 
God, himself, is represented as within the eye and the sun. 

' I. 

21. i J^BCAUBE ALSO or A DIFFKRR.NrE BKINO ir.CCLARED BY 
^ IMPLICATION, IT IS ANOTUEH. 

There is also, besides the souls conceiving themselves to have 
the sun and others for fli\{h bodies, another even the iu-riiliiig 
— for thus is the impl(ed declaration of the Veda : “ Ho 
* Katha, 119. t Chhandogya, 205. 
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who romaining in tho sun is dilforent fropi tho sun, whom the 
^msun dg(» not know, of whom tho sun tho bofl/, wlio mlos 
the sun within, tins is thy •spirit, tho iminortal iu-riiler.’2f 
There from the words “ dilfei^ut fram thoisun^ whom *ihe stin 
does hot know,'* another iii-rulor, tho iutolligoneo-8|Rrit, 
different from tho* knowing sun, is plainly foiiitod out. ^ lie 
ought hore also to be taken for tho solar individual, bocause 
tlio Veda has a similar application hero, lloiico it is proved that 
tho supremo Crud*hiiuself is hero iiioulcatod. 

22. AkASA [is BiIAIIMa], HIX AUSE of its [dENOTATIVK] SION. 

TRIs is noted in tho (Jhliandogya : “ Whiit is (lie course [or 
goal] of this world He said, “ Akiisa, for all these crtMiiures aro ‘ 
produced from*Akasa, and are resolved into Akasa. • (JiTtainly 
Akdsa is superior to all tliese. Aksisa is their refuge.”t Hero 
lies®, doubt. Is tho Supremo Brahma signilieil by ilio word 
Akiisa, or is it the material cdemenf, Akasa Y But why doubt ? 
Because it is observed *to he applied to both, wonl Akiisa, 

though well known in llu^ Veda and in popular parlance to bo 
applied to parlieular material element, is still oeeiisioually 
ai)plied to Bralima, when by the foree of the purport of tlio text 
or by the imlieaTiou of somci uiieomniou attribute, Brahma is 
aseertaiued to bo its meaning ; as in tho following iej;tH,.“ If 
this Akasa were not the Joy. ‘‘ Akdsa is the* susULuer of 
name and ftlTni : from wliich tliose two [name •and form] are 
different, [or in wliieli those two remain] that is Braliu\a.,’§ 
Ilonce tho doubt. , 

Well, here, the material oloment of Akasa is proper to he taken 
as the signification. Why Y Because tliat is readily su|^gostqtk 
to tho understanding by the more prevalent use [or tho pripary 
meaning] o^ the word. Nor can this word Akasa be understood 

• Br. Aranjaka, 618, 610. Tfierc is aicaiii a daiiffi>rouH error here in the 
Asiatic S<iciety h tdiiion. Instjjvl of' WiftCHIT W it 

fihouhl he 

t mi^ndugyii, 77. t S Cblund. KM. 
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to bo cr^kially applicfii})le to both, because then (the vice of) 
amtiguity wDifld be iucurred. Hence it is proper to ajgply the^ 
v'ord Ak&sa metaphorically to BOralima. By reason of all-per- 
vasioii aAd many oilier aHribulfes, Brahma becomes indeed 
similar to ilikasa. ]5ut it is not proper to take a metaphorical 
seiis^, wlicro llie jft*imary flense liolds good. (The taking of the 
primary sense hero holds good enough# 

f But is not lUe taking of the material Akasa inconsistent with 
flio purpoi#of tliG text, “ All these creatures are produced from 
lAkasa itself. Tliis is no fault; for the eausativoness of the 
material Akaao.in the series of the air i^e. is reasonable. In 
• sootli, it is (clearly undor8tcK>d that From tliis spirit, Akasa is 
produced, from Akasa the air, from air fire, And the 

superiority and ultimate refuge-ship of Akasa are ajso consistent 
relatively to otlnu* oroaturos. Ilonoo by the word Akasa, the 
material Akdsa is coinprohended. 

On these sayings, wo declare, “ Akasa, £is Brahma] because of* 
its dc^iotativo dgii.” It is reasonable hero to comprehend 
Brahma under the term Akasa. Wliy ? Because of its deno- 
tative sign. This is tlio sign of the supremo Brahma : All 
these croatur(»s indeed aro produced from Akasa itself.* ’f That 
the prodiKition of all creatures is from Supremo Brahma, is the 
defiftih'"s<‘ltleuient in all the Vedanta texts. 

But^lias *noJ; the causality of material Akdsa too been 
flliown in the order of air, &c. P* True, it lias boenihiown. Still, 
if *the primary cause, Brahma, were not taken, then the tenet 
“frdhiAksisa itself,” and the qualification of the creatures, viz., 
the word “ all,” would not bo consistent. Again, the texts “ [All 
olfcaturcs] aro ahsorWd in Akasa’*J and “ Akdsa it superior to 
[all j^fliese— Akasa is the ultimate refuge,” are [denotative] signs 
ot Brahma. Absolute superiority is indeed declared to he in the 
supi'ome Spirit alone. Thus — “ superior to the oaiih, sui)erior to 
the sky, superior to heaven; fluperior to theso worlds. ”§ Moreover 

• Tttit. 67 , t ClihiuidogyH, 77*. { Clihandogya, 77. § Chhandogya, 207. 
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ultimate reiuge-ship too oou be primarily applioable to no 
other than the Supremo spirit, beoause ef His boing^he ulti- 
mate o^use. And there is the text : ‘t Brahma Is •Iiitolligenoe 
and Joy, the ultimate rofiige*of the giver of wealth (the piojjiB 
saorifioer).”* Again, Jaibaft, hafiag coAsurod the jibsition of 
BAIavatya because it was vitiated by the fault of liiiitude? and 
desiring to declare somotliiiig infinite, referred to AkAsa^ and 
unifying it with the Udgitha, he thus spoke of the same Ak&a 
in conclusion : “ This is the supnmiely excellent lldgithiv — tlus 
is the Infiuite/’t And that iufiuitudo is a (donolative) sign* 
of Brahma. 

As to what has been said that by force of the .general accep- 
tation [of the term], material Akasa is primarily understood, 
to this wo reply that thougli primarily understood [to bo ma- 
terial Akitsa], this first meaning is not mantaiuable on observ- 
ing tho attributes of Brahma to bo involved in connection 
wifii tlie term, Tho a])[>lication of the term Akiisa, has 
also been shown, thus : Akasa is tho sustaiuor of iiamo and 
form*' i^c. And tho apjdieation of tho synohyms of i^Asa to 
Brahma is also found : “ In tlio supreme I mperisliablo, Yyoma^ 
(or Akasa), Revealed in tho Rich (or tho three Ve«las) are seatea 
the Vishwo-dc^vas.*** “This scionco of Bhrigu and Yaruna, 
rests in tho supremo Yyomaii (or Akasa). **§ “ Om Ka is Brah- 
ma, Kha (akasa) is Bralima, Kha (ak^sa) is ovorlasiingy*|| • Tho 
word ak^sa oceurring at tho beginning of tho spiifcnco'Tflust, by , 
reason of its signification at tho* conclusion, bo reasonably hold 
to have Brahma for its object. As in tho sentonoo, “ Agni 
(fire) reads tho Anuvak,” the word Agiii, though occjurriig at 
the beginning, is found to have a boy for its objoot. Therefore 
it is dwoifstrated that tho word Akasa means Brahm% 

* Brikad Ar. 675, 

t Chhandogya, 77, { Swetaswatara 339. 

§ Tait. 128. 

II Ckhandogya, 20f . Brihad iiu. 960. 
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22. Therefore the Breath. 

It the IMgitha, intioducing the topic with the wor^s, 0*^ 
panegyrist, the divinity which is ttie object of panegyrics” — [and 
tha question] being t’cpeatf d [h^ the panegyrist] “ which is 
that^vinity P [Usliasti] said the Breath, for all these creatures 
enter into (arfe absorbed in) the breath on dissolution [and] 
leftve [/. p. S]}ring from] the breath [on production] — this di- 
vijiity is the object of panegj’^rics.”* lIcTe the doubt and its 
Settlement may bo observed asbofore [in the previous sutra]. 

By texts like tlie ffjllowing : “ Tlio mind has the breath for its 
•\)ond “ Tlio i)r(3atli of brcath,”t the word Prana (breath) is 
found to have Brahma for its object. But the word Priiua (breath) 

'is both in tlio world and in the Veda applied primarily to a 
modification* of the air. Hence the doubt which is to be accep- ^ 
ted hero by the word Prana P What is consistent here P It is 
consistent to acce])t the fivo-formod modification of the air fer 
^ the word Prana, because as we have already said the primary 
meaning of the word Prdna leads thereto. 

_ But is not the acceptation of Brahma [as the purport of 
TOC word Prana] reasonable too hero, because of its* denotative 
sign — for liere too there is observed in the cojiclusion of the 
sentence the divine office of the admission [on dissolution] 
and production of creatures P Not so. For in the actual 
jprfina Ox bredth too is found the admission and production 
of creatures. For thus saith fte Veda : “ When the soul 

sleeps, the speech dissolves itself into Prdna or the breath, the 
eye [gets into] the breath, the air [gets into] the breath, the 
mind [gets into] the breath. ’\Mien he awakes they are pro* 
diiced jigain from the breath itself.’'^ And this is evident 
that w^le during sleep the functions of the vital air [or breath] 
remain unsuspended, those of the organs of sensation are bus* 

* Chhandogya, 87 &c« 

t Br. Aranyak. 888. « 

{ Chhandogya, 245. ^ 



pended, and they re-mnnifost themselves on awakening.^ And 
Jk> conclusion of tlio sentence about the ingress giy:! ogress ef 
creatures^into and out of the prigiary [or literal] breath stands 
good [or uncontradicted] in ^onseqpenco ^f the organs con\-^ 
prising the strength [or substance] of creatures. Again, ilie 
Sun and Food are reiu’osented as the divinitit% of chanting and 
warding immediately after tho breath, the divinity of paftcH* 
gyrics; but those two liave no llraliina-ship, — therefore tho^ 
breath too, being jn the same community, has no Bralima-ship 
either. 

These ohjoetions being premised, tho autlior of th(^ Sutras 
sa3’s : “ Tlierefbre, the broatli.’^ Ijccause of its (denofative) 
sign, as settled in tlio former sntra. Tlic'refore, bt'caiist^ of 
it^ denotative sign, tlio word prana (breath) too is* fit to bo 
(held as) Braliiua, for tlie dcnotjdivc' sigji of Brahma is also 
foumi in the A’^eda in relation to IVma; viz. *SVll tliesc cmi- 
turcs cnterijito l*rana itse^lf (on their dissolution) and spring from 
Prana (on their production).’’ Tims tho lu’oduetion and dis- 
solution of all creatures being d(‘clared to liave i’rana for *their 
cause, lead us to the Brahiua-sliip of JVana. 

But has it not been said tliat i*vru on tho aceeptation 
of the primary •I’rana (or literal breath) tho ingress and 
egress are not contradicted, because the huuk* liavo been ^luyvn 
to bo true of sleeping and awaking Y Here it ^'s sakl [in 
reply] : in sleeping and awaking, tho ingress *111(1 egnjss of 
the organs only, are found to have iViua for their loous-r- 
but all creatures are ii<jt [found to have tho same looijs]. 
Here (in tlie b?xt just cii»*<l) all organs as wi ll as all omhodied 
animated behigs [have Prana for their hxais] for (he text ii|* 

“ All tbeiS creatures” &c. : and o*ven where Vedic texts ajout 
creatures [buuta, lit. a creatun?, a production] have rofcnaice 
to the primary productions (or elements), there too [ Priiiia’s 
having] tho denotative sign of Brahmi^ is umKintradieU*d. But do 
we not find in the V(;da that in the ^lics of sleep and waking, 
the organs of sense, together with tlieir objects, are §iiteral- 
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ly] rotolvofl into bfoath ami produced from breath P Thus 
“Vhen nskop, he doe%uot see any dream, and becomes 

this breatli, then speech together witjj all names (nouns, 
Off wonds) are resolved .iato tlife.”* In that case top the word 
rnfina stands for Ifrahina because of its denotative sigm 

Agaiu wkh rc^ rcuice to the sjiying, that the word Prana has no 
Isignification of llralinia, because of i^p contiguity with the Sun 
*aml Pood, that is illogical, because the word Prana being by 
• force of the (jonchisiou of the sentence understood to have 
Brahma for its signification, the [ai’guinent from mere] conti- 
guity is good for notliiiig. As to what has been alleged that 
the word Pritna is primarily Ijy general acceptation applied to 
the live-ibrincd [mrial niodifiealion], this allegation is to be 
refuted like [the prtwious urguraent] about Akasa. lienee tjiie 
Brahma-sliip of Prana, the divinity of panegyrics, is proved. 

Hero again some cite [against us] tlio text, “ the breiith of 
breath “ the mind 0 gentle pupil, lias the breatli for il;^ 
bond this argument is also illogical. Because the doubt is 
dispcdlod by the variation in the word and tlio subject. Thus 
in the phrase, the fatlior of the father, tlio father in the genitive 
is one person, and the father in the nominative is another person, 
and thus father's father is understood — so in *t]io soiitenco the 
“ breach of breath” [Ih’aua’s prana] it is aseertaiuod that a 
pr^nopdiireteiit from the commonly known prsina, is the prana 
or breath of breath. But there can be no indication of 
difference in [sueli a sentence as] “Ho himself is his own.” 
AVkatover is indicated on any one’s subject, it is there found, ‘ 
though under a different name, indicated as the subject. As in 
*ff6hy^io^ to tlio J yotishtoraa sacrifice, the word jyotisj^a luminary] 
in flilB sentenct?, “ let him offer the jyotis in every spring” has 
ftho saorilioe) Jyotishtoma for its pui-jiGrt, so on the subject of 
the Bupronie Brahma, how can the wonl Pr^na in the text “ the 
mind has Pr^na for its ^K)ud” imply merely a modification of 
airP Therefore this no^ being subject to a dubiety, the 
* KdiisliiUiki limLmana Upaiushad, HI. 
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example is not to the point. But in regard to Prana, the 
^dimity of panegyrics, the dubiety, well as primA jfaoio 
objections, and their solution ^ave all*boen shown* 

24. The luminary; n^AusifaF ti#k mention *of ti«k 

• • 

FRKT. 

Thus it is read [in the Voda] “ Tlu n (again) the lumionry 
which shines abovcj that (innament ov(‘V the whole creation, 
animate and in|iniiiiato, higliost and best, is the same as 
which is the luminary witliiii this soul.’** Hero lies the doubt: 

“ Are the luminaries, tlio sun, i^o., hero cxprcssiul by the torit^ 

** luminary,” or is it the Supreme spirit Y Even words, having; 
other i)rimary signifieations, have been (already) di>oIared, bor 
^ cause of their deuotiitive signs, to liave Bralona for their 
purport. Xre there such signs here — or are there not — this 
isithe point under discussion. Wliat then is arrived atP 
By the word “ luminary” are cx)m[>rc)icnd(*d the sun I'tc. alone. 
Why? Because of the woll known accepial ion. For the twoP 
words darkness and luminary” [/. c. light] are weH known 
to refer to two objects which are mutually opposed to each other. 
The nocturnal shades and other obstructives of thcj functions 
of tho eye are* culled ** darkness,” and the sun &c., as assistants 
of the same functions arc (culled after the term) “ luminary.” So 
also is the Vedio expression, “ shines,” well knwwn Jp liavo tho 
sun &c, for its subject. Nor can any texlf [in its] prinii^rj^ 
[sense] be claimed for such a sentence as — “ Brahma, devoid of 
form, shines.” Because also of the Veda limiting the range 
of the luminary to the firmament [or Heaven]. But the firma- 
ment cannot reasonably Ui assigned as tho limit of Brahi^a’s 
raugei^ wlio is the cause of all moveable and immov%i^e crea- 
tures, and is identical with tlie Total. Of a creaU^d lumipary, 
bounded in dimension, the firmament may be the limit, as alsoil 
tho Brdhmana, “ the luminary uWve the firmament.” 

• ChiianJffca, 
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But is not the assignmout of the firmament as the limit, 
incoysist^it also in th^ case of the created luminary, because of 
its reaching every whori [in infinite space] P Then let there 
be« firtt created light^ not made ophroo components. By no 
means : because there? is no use of a light, not made of jthree 
components. If you say, this is the use, that it may be worship- 
pe(J,-»-I say that (uinnot bo. Because we find that the sun &c., 
fitted for another [substantive)] use, selwe (also) as objects of 
ydtship. Because also of the uiujualifiod text, “ let mo make 
each of them, aiul ea(h of tlu^ir throe-fold components, three- 
•ompoiiuded.”* Nor is thf»ro any well-known acceptation that 
^created light, un(!0Tn])08cd of tlireo components, has the firma- 
jnent as the limit of its range. Then lot the word luminary” 
stand for thaj light composed of three-fold eompononts. 

But has it not been said that the word “ liiminllry” is also 
applied to fire &o. under tho fiimamcnt P That is no faqjt. 
For of tho luminary wlii(h ranges everywhere, tho acceptance 
•for the ]nu’i>oso of worsliip, of a definite locality, such as “ above 
the firmament,” is not contradictory, but tlic fabrication of a pl- 
ouliai* locality for Brahma, who is devoid of a p(‘culiar locality 
[/. c. fonn or member] is not consistent. And the text inculcating 
a multiplicity of sites is rather more congruous ift tlie created 
luminary ; viz. “ Over the whole creation, the higliost and best.” 
And tfio ^t, “ this is the same as fftat which is the luminary 
W^Uiiu the soul,” is observed to be tho imputtition of the supremo 


♦ Chhandogya, 410. Tliia process of threc-compoundiug of the gods. Light 
Water, Jnd Po^, is thus explained by Sankara 

fifnrt I l'ld» exposition leaves us very itkwch in the 

dark as & tho nature of this composition. With the assistance of Ananda 
Girl's gloss on the passage we can only form the following idea of this mys- 
tical compound. ^ 

Tho divinity Light has J Light \ i Water + f Food. 

The divinity Water has J Water 4^1 Light + \ Food. 

The divinity Food has i Food + } Light + f Water. 



lummarj to the gnsirio Inminiiry/ Inlpnttitions are caused 
Jby a commuiiitj' of property *: os the* oartli is his [Prajapati’s] 
head : the head is ono, aud so is tliis syllable [bRu *lho 
earth] ’*t As to the gastric luiiudavy at is notoriously no- 
BrahiRa, beouuso it [Iho gaalritf luniiiuiry^ is ftniiul in the , 
•Vcila to bo oudowod witli warmth and sound: ‘^thilKsits 
siglit'* [which tlio couto»t (expressly declares to bo the same as 
the fooling of warmth] and “lliis is its lu'aring” (that is* 
sound) 4 Bocaiiso also of tho text, “ lot this bo worsliippod as 
seen and heard. And wliui is agreeable to tho siglit becomes* 
well roi)orted. Add to this tho text ‘‘Ho who understands ^ 
this” — thus [proving the gastric luminary to bo] no>1h‘alnua, # 
bccausu of its little fruit— for iho worship of Brahma calls for 
gi*eat fruits.* Nor is thero in the texfs ihomHclves about the 
“luminary’’ any thing else [wliieh may be taken for a do- 
nfdtftive of Brahma, in tlu' <‘ase of the hri^atli and A'kasa. 
^\!ither is Brahma de(*hir«d in the pre<vding it*xt, vis. “The 
tiayatri is this Total” wliere tin? iiietr** also is dcH'lared. • 

Even if it were e< mended with some <lilliculty, that in the 
prc(jeding text, Bralima is din-lared, still ihei,, is po rc^cognition 
of him here. Tluye, tho text “ the three-footed is tho immortal in 
the firmaincnt”|| is fouiul to give the finnainent I'or its repository ; 
while here, tho text “ luiiiidfcy above the lirniauieut * settles 
the firmanieiit as the limit of it.s range?. Tlierrfoiio tho “ luiuiiio- 
ry” here is to be taken f<»r a (Teatod luiiiinury. 

Meeting the above? objeclions, we dechiro that tho “ lumi- 
nary” here is to be taken for Jiraliina. AVliy J' because of the 
mention of the feet — that is, IsKiausc feet arc mentioned, 
the prei^odiug text, Brahma is dcr*larcd to bo four-footed TijJltbe 
following mantra, viz. •* Such is its grcatiiesH — still 8ujH*rior tu 
it is the souL One foot of his is the whole creation. The 

» 

♦ The Hindu ideit of the gattiric luijpinary” or fire, f<» be 

ei|Uivaleiit to the idea of the ffn»irk juice. 

t BrUuul Ar. t Chhaiidugya, lOH. § Ibid, 100. if Ihid, 186. 



threi^-fooFed immortal Is in the firmament of this Total.*’’* There 
the three-foolie<f immortaf of the four-footed Brahma is declared 
to Ibe ^)f^ a form related to the firmament.# The same is here 
reoogi^ized, as declare^ in rdStion & the firmament. By leaving 
that, and fabricating a created luminary, the real subjeot*would 
bcw and an unreal one manufactured. Not only.does thef 
word “ luminary” refer to Brahma by the rule of contiguous 
isfiooession, but in the supremo science of Sandilya too, Brahma 
£)llows by the same rule. Therefore the “duminary” here 
must be construed as Brahma. 

As to what has been said that the words the luminary 
shines” are well known to be applicable to created luminaries, 
this is no fault [by which to vitiate our argument], because if 
Brahma be received by the sense of the context, th^re is no spe? 
oifioation in the above words by which Brahma can be exclu- 
ded ; and allowing the [primary] signification (of the whrds) 
to be created shining luminaries, they can be alike applicable , 
to Brahma also. Because again of the Mantra Yarna, by 
which [sentient light], the sun being enlightened, imparts 
boat” (/. r. shines). It may also in another way be said that 
this word ** luminary” is not confined to the li^ht which assists 
the functions of the eye. It is also found to be applied else- 
where :^UB^ ” This person takoii|piR seat by the verbal luminary" 
[or light of sp^ch] of those who have imbibed the mental lumi- 
nary.” Therefore whatever enlightensa person’smind is expressed 
by the term luminaiy. Such being ihe case, the word “ luminary’ ’ 
is (demonstrated to refer as above, because of the sentient Brahma 
being the cause of the appearance of the whole universe [which 
comV^ to light only because of His light]. The same is proved 
by texts like the following : The universe shines [f . e. comes 
to light] after Him, the shiner ; by his light this total shines.”! 

** Him gods worship, the luminary of luminaries, the immortal 
life.”t 

• Clibiuidogja, 18-1. ^ 

t Katbii, 142. fiwctsftwatara. 367. Mundak, 304. I Br. Ar. 837. 
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As to the assertion that the statement of the Firuiment as 
^e limit of range is not applicable in the case of ^the aU-penra* 
ding BrAima, ^e r^ly is, tha^ there can be no inconsistency 
in the fixing, for tho purposes pf d<?v^pJ;ion, qf a peculiar JoSalify 
for Brahma. But has it not (also) been Said, that there ^ust 
be an (insuperable) objection to the fabrication />f a peculiar 
locality for Brahma which has no definite locus ? This it no 
flaw in our argument, because the formation of, a peculiar 
locus, by reason, of peculiar semblance-relations, is consistent 
even in the case of Brahma who has no peculiar lo(‘U8. Again, 
the worship of Brahma in relation to peculiar localiti(*8, /. <*., ■ 
the sun, the eye, the heart, is ob.sorv(‘d in the Vi chi. llci-eby a 
multiplicity of receptacles is proved by tho text “ around the 
ffhole creation.” 

As to this that has been said, that because of its attribution 
to the created gastri(* luminary, inferred by warmth and sound, 
^tho luminary above tho firninment must he a creatt'd luminary ; 
neither is this a cogent ohjeetioii : for tluTO may reasonably be 
a typicality of Bruhiiia in tlic form of the gastric; luminaTy, like 
his typicality in regard to name Acc. Ai.i ucH;ording tO the text 
“ let him worship both tho seen and the heard of,”* there must 
be visibility anef audibility by the door of tho typical. 

The objection that it must be no-Braliiiia, because of the 
mention of small fruits, this too is quite gratuitous ; £ur there is 
no reason for a definite rule that for so nAich fruit it may ' 
betake itself toDralima, but not for so much. Fc^r where j;he 
supreme Brahma, bereft of all peculiar relations, is inculpated 
as the Spirit, there one uniform fruit is uiidershwd, viz., Eman-* 
oipation. But where Brahma is inculcated in his relatioi^^ 
special qualities or to peculiar types, there (various^ •fruits, 
great und small, [but all] sensuous in this fleeting world aro 

• Chhandof^ya, 199. Here agaia tbfre is an absurd mistako in Ibc 
citation of this |Nissage in the Asiatic Soc^ty’s edition. It is UW Wf 
I It should be ^ 
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found texts liko^tlie fidlowing: “The giver of food, tho 
giver of woa|tb obtains yealth — even ho who understands so/Jf 
Although in tho word ** luminaa^” itself, tl^ero nothibg deno- 
tative* of Brahma, yft tlio^n wiicli is observed in the preced- 
ing t^xt should be ^oeeptcd And thus it is asserted by the 
author of the,Suti;p, : “ Luminary : because of the expression of 
feet But liow can the text alK)ut the “ luminary,” relinquish- 
ing its own [primary] signification, be diverted by the vicinity 

• ^f “ Brahma” contained in another sontenco This objection 
does not vitiate our argument, because in tlio sentence, “ That 

••which is tile luminary above the firmament,” Brahma, asserted 
j in tho preceding sentence, being recognized from its relation to 

• tho Firmament by the very iirst word that is read, viz., the pro- 
noun “ that,^ and being thus indicated by his own independent 
force, tho word luminary” is also in its signifii ation, capable of 
having that object. Therefore, Brahma is hero to be set Ibrth 
as ‘‘ luminary.” 

25. Iis YOU SAY, It is not so, iikcausk ok thk kxukkssion 
OF Tli^ MKTKK [OAY XTKI,] THEN \VK UKTOUT, No I — BKCAUBB 
IN THAT WAY 'I’lIK DEVOTION OK THE MINI) IS UEiaiARED, AND 
IN ANOTHER WAY [tIIK \\oRs|III» oK BuAH.VA] IS NOTICED. 

Now as to tho assertion that even in tho preceding sentence, 
Brahma not spoken of, bi'causo tho metre called “ (iayatri” 
*is spoken of in the text, “ Gayatri is this total substance what- 
ever this be”t — that assertion must be reuoimced. llow again 
can it be said, that because of the expressiou of the metre, 
Brahma is not spoken of — since in the Rich or mantra “ such 
is jts glory, ”+ the foiu’-footcd Brahma is mnuifested. But this 
is noC^af. Introducing the Gayatri [as tho subject] in tho 
tei^, “ The Gayatri is this total,'" and expounding the same 
under the distinctions of substance, earth, bod}^ heart, speech 
and breath, it is added further, that same Gayatri is four- 
footed and six-formed, tho same is manifested in this Rich, 

* Br. Ar., DIG, t Cbbau«lt«g,va, 181. J Ibid, 18*1. 
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such its gloxy.’ Thus the miditra refers to the same ^jatii 

exj>ound^ in the above forms. Howioan it abfiiptly [inteo- 
duoe a tfew subject^ and] spotfk of Brahma, the four-footedrf 
The word “ Brahma” too, whidi occwi therf, viz., “ Whatever 
it bo,ut is Brahma, ”t must liave the metro for its- purport, for 
the metro is the subject. And the text “ whoever Vndcrstaijda 
this Brahma-ITpani.Hli:ur*J Js intondod to signify [the mystery 
of] tlie Veda-Upanislmd. I'liereforo, beeauso of the mention < 
of the metre, Bralipui cannot be the 8ubje(‘t. 

If tlie alxjvc obji'otion bo urged, the reply is, it docs not vitiato 
[our argument] : la'oauso in tluit way the d<‘Votion of the mind 
is declareil. In that way, through tlie door of the metro called 
Gayatri, the d»‘Votion of th<* mii.’d to Brahma, and ^he fixing 
of^tho mind on him, following it, is ineuh'afed by the Brah- 
niaiia text, “the Gayatri is this total.” Now the [metro] 
Gayatri composid only of [eertainj syllahleK cannot pos.sihly 
become idonlieal witli the 'Fotal. I’lierefore, that which is 
ascertained to follow tlie iin>dificatioii railed Gayatri, even l^ah- 
ma, the eauso of the universe, is de<-lan*d in the Rcnteius?, “ It 
is this Total.” As in the “ This Total iiHh*ed is Brahma.”^ 
The effect we sliall assert is inseparahle from the cause — tlio 
identity being evf dent from expressions like “the | mere] re- 
course to words. ”i| Thus, there and clhewlnTc, is the ‘wor- 
ship of Brahma manifested Ihrongli the door of moififieations ; 
“For Him do the Kig-vedins eonelude to bo [recognized 
as the object of worshijiJ in ilio great weapon, (rktlia,)— 
•Him the Yajur-vediii pri<-st.s (recogiiizo) in the Fire, alfd 
Him the Snma-vedin chanters (adore) in the gnjut Sacri- 
fice.” Therofoi*o even in the expression of the metre Gaj^fitri, * 
Brahma is imlicatod in the previous sentciujc. The same^is 
thus found the sentence about the “luminary” for the* 
puri>Qse of laying down unothc.T nibj of worship. 

Others say Brahma is din?ctly !m]K)fterl by the word Qaya- 
tri, because of the community of nuyiber. As the Gayatri is 
* Chbandcgya, IM. t Ibid, 185. $ Ibid, 177. § Ibid. 2iJ(l |f ifld, 3S5. 
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four-fcHoted, with sui syllables in each foot, so is Brahma four* 
footed. Thift elsewhere too, the word wliich expresses 
iftetxe is found to be used, becaflse of the c<pnmunity of number, 
ib andther sense. ^ lu iutroduling the text, As these five 
[Air, Eire, Sun, Moon and Water] and those five {Breath, 
|?jvcch, the eye, ‘the ear, the mind] being together ten make up 
a Krita,” it is added “ the same is IJiis Virat, the consumer of 
•food.”* In this respect too, it is Brahma that is expressed not 
the metre. In every way Brahma is the subject of the preced- 
ing sentence. 

26. It is also ttie same, hecausk of its congruity with the 

IMVI.IEl) INCULCATION THE CREATURES, &C. AS FEET. 

• 

That Brahma is the subject of the preceding sentence may 
also be concluded from this : because it inculcates by implica- 
tion the creatures &o., as Ilis feet. For after indicating the 
creation, the earth, the body, the heart, it is added — “ The 
samj is this four-footed six-formed Gayatri.” Now the crea- 
tion &o., cannot bo concluded as the feet of the mere metre 
without Brahma as its support. Again, without Brahma as 
the support, the following Rich would be incongruous : “ Such 
is his glory.” And by the following Rich, Brahma is indioat- 
e(f by the very purport of the words themselves: viz. “One 
foot ^ l:ris is the whole creation. The three-footed Immortal 
is in the firmament of this total because hereby is Ilis identi- 
ty with the total demonstrated. This Rich is also represented 
itf the [hymn] Purusha-sukta as having Brahma for its object. • 

The Smriti also shows this form of Brahma : thus, “ I remain 
pesivading this whole universe with one of my portions.” The 
following too establishes the same — “ What that is is Brahma.”t 
Such being the case, the primary signification is consistent. So 
also does the following text prove : “ These are the five Brah- 
ma persons. And tliin text, “ In the apertures of the heart 
is the Brahma-person, ^i^oan only be consistent with the in- 
ChhandogyiMifiO, 2ol. t Ibid, 185. t Ibid, 193. 



tention of sotting forth the connection witli Brahma.® There- 
fi>re Brahma is the subject . of the preceding lehtonce. The 
same is^ntroduced^ Brahma, %oing recognized from hie rela- 
tion to the firmament in tlio s^tonc^ hbout^tko luminary. ^ This 
is settled. 

27. If it be objected iriiAT because of a diversity in the 

tNSTHUCl'IOX, IT IS NOT SO: THE HKFLY IS, [tHK OBJKC'riON Xtf] 

NOT [valid] because THERE IS NO INCONSISTENCY IN BlTllKfi 

CASE. 

What had boon assoriod in tho preceding sentonco tliat “ tho 
throe-iboted Immortal is in the firmament of this total,*’ was tho 
sotting fi)rtli of tho firmauKuit in ilic lot ative caso m tho senso 
Sf a receptacle, but hc*re in the text “ ovc»r tliat firmament,” it 
is in tho ablative case in tho sense of a boundary. Thereforo 
bocauRo of a diviTsity in the instruction, IIkto is no rociignitiou 
®of Him hero. Ilonci* tie* idea must bo given up. 

To this it is roplio<l, ’J'liis does not vitiate tho argument, be- 
cause there is no incoii'^istency in either ease. In either case, 
whether it [tho firmament] be sid f<»rth in the locative or in tho 
ablative, tho recognition [of Brahma] is not inconsistent. As in 
the world, an eagle in (Xintact with tho top of a tree is observed 
to bo represented both ways, [that is to say] an c;agl^ on tho 
top of tho tree, and also an eagle over tho top ^^f the tree : so 
Brahma, being in tho firmament, may ho represented as over tho 
firmament. 

Another [expounder] says tluit as in tho world an oagle, 
even thougli not in contact with the* to]) of a tree, is found t^ 
be dc-scribed«in both w'ays, as an eagle on tho tf)p or tB^^^troo, 
and also an eagle over the top of tho true : so likewise Brahn^ 
being alK)ve the firmament, may be dcRcribod as in the firma- 
ment. Therefore there is here u rcc-ognition of Brahma already 
ascertained in tho preceding sentend. Hence it is proved tliat 
the word luminary” refers to the fiipreme Brahma. 
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28. Bkeath^[i9 Brahma] because thitherward is the 

LEADIXO OF^THB TEXT. 

There is mtheKamshitalLjfBrahmana^-IJpanishad an anecdote 
of Indta and PratarJana, commencing with tho words “ Pratar- 
dana, son of •Dewid^a, approached the favourite mansion of 
Iifdrar with tho glory of war and with manliness/’* It is 
steted there, “ Ho (Indra) said, I am breath, identical with 
•knowledge. Worfiliij) me as such, as life, as immortal.”t Again 
a little alter : Now Breath, indeed, is aMbe identical with 
"knowledge. ITaving assumed this body, it raises it up.”^ Fur- 
ther on : “ Let not one desire to know Speech, let him know tho 
• Spoaker.”§ And finally : “ This breath is itself identical with 
knowkidge [or is itself the knowing spirit] , tho joy, the undecay- 
ing, the lmmortal.”|l In all these, lies this doubt ? Is the mere 
air here indicated by tho word “ Breath Or is it a divinjty P 
Or the living Soul P Or is it the supremo Brahma P 

But according to a previous Sutra : “ Therefore, Breath,” — is ' 
not thS purport of tho word “ Breath” already settled to be 
Brahma P Here too there is tho denotative sign of Brahma, 
•‘the Joy, the Undecaying, the Immortal &c.” How then can 
a doubt exist here at all P We say [a doubt is admissible for 
disewrion] because of tho observation of a multiplicity of signs. 

The saying of Iinli’a, “ Know mo alone, ”1i is denotative of a di- 

• 

* KanahitAki Brahmana Upanisbad, 73. 

t Kaushitaki Br. Up., 78. llie reading of the original in the Kaushitaki 
(Mr. tovrell’s edition) ia « ^ sTVItHrif uramrirrftjSjmw” 

citation in the Uttara IdimanFd Bhiiah^^a is “ RTVlfb RWrUTT 

if ^ translating the Uttara Miin&ns4 

Bh&shya, I have rendered tho passage as it is cited here. WEiaTT I have 
rendered ** identical with kiiowle<lge" after Mr. Cowell. It admits of two 
other renderings : “ The spirit of knowletlge,” and “ The knowiiig or intel- 
ligent spirit." One or other of t^ese must be had recourse to when the word 
is used as a substantive. 

t Ibid, 83. § Ibi^ 96. 


II Ibid, 100. 


f Ibid, 76. 
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vinity. The sentence, Assuming this hpily, it raises# it up,*^ 
is a denotative of Breath [as a modification of the air]. Dhe 
precept Let not one dosiro to^now Speech, let liiin kuQW^he 
Speaker,^’* i^denotative of itte livis^g soulf lleii^e a *doubi is 
admissible [for discussion]. 

And here Breath being primarily taken to signify air, it is [in 
answer to the objection] declared, Brahma is to bo understood as 
expressed by the word Breath. Why ? Ihuntuso thitherward is tlys 
leading of the text. For so the constriieiioii of the passage is ^ 
found to Iiave Bralhna for its purport in the consideration of the 
soiiteiicos preceding and following: Thus at the cmuinencement, 
Indra said, “ Ask a boon.*’ Fratardana desired tlie liighest of hu- 
man objects [the suinmum bonura] sjiying, “ Y'ou yourself select 
for me a boon which you tliink the liiglu'st good for inankind.’*t 
Thereupon Breath was represented to him as the highest goodf 
hov^then can it not In* the Supremo »Spirit Y Certainly the highest 
jgood cannot bo attttim*d otherwise than hy a knowh*dgc of the 
Supremo Spirit. Such it appears from texts like the following : 

“ By knowing Him alone, one gets over death — tlion^ is no other 
way of attaining supreme ftjli(jity.”J Again, W}iosoevi*r knows 
mo, his everlasting welfare is not di'siroyed by any act, not by 
theft, nor by murfler of learned BiMhiiiiiis«fee.”S This too can only 
take place by the coinprelieiision of Brahma, for it is well fem>wn 
that on the knowledge of Brahma, all works ec»ase. ^Tlflis “ Jlis 
works too cease on that causi3 and cileet being c?ljsorved.”|| Xu 
these and similar texts, the status of the knowing spirit is shown 

• Ibid, 96. A ciiriouii miHtako here in the citation in the Aniiitic Horieiy § 
edition of the Uttara-iniiii anna-lib a»by a : WT 

w wni ftftriNW' 

t Kaiuli. Upa. 74. 

% Swilaawatara, 327. 

§ Kaush. 77 WWWWIT ia thus expounded by Sankaranaiida : 

II Mandttk, 302. 
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lo be in JJrahma. Nor is it possible for the unsentient air to 
have the statnS of a knwing spirit. Further, the oonolusion 
of %the Kaushitaki is, “ The Joy, the TJiidecaying, the®Iinmor- 
tak”* The status of Joy«^^., isfiot possible els^here than in 
Brahma. “ lie is not magnified by good deeds, nor is ,he re- 
duced by eviPdeeis. For it is He that causes him to perform 
good deeds whom it wishes to rmse above these worlds. And 
it is lie too, who causes him to couiiuit evil deeds whom it de- 
• sires to sink below these worlds. This is the protector of the 
world, this is the ruler of the world, this is tlie Lord of the 
world.’’t Tlie lead of all these texts can bo followed, if the 
supremo Brahma bo the subject — ^but not if breath be taken in 
its primary jjgnification. Therefore the Breath is Brahma. 

29. If you say it is not so, BKCAUSE it is fNCULCATKB A% 
THE SriRlT OF THE SPEAKER, — THAT ONI.Y SHOW'S THAT IN 
HIM IS THE ACME OF THE RELATIONS OF SELF. 

As to wlnit lias been said that Breath is Brahma, on that* 
there is this conjecture, tlie supremo Brahma cannot be signified 
by the word “ Breath,’’ Why not ? Because it is inculcated as 
the spirit (or rather soul) of the speaker. As to the speaker, he 
Was Indra, a certain divinity possessed of a body. Ho spoke to 
PrattcKlana of his own spirit or soul. Beginning with the words, 
Know1ne*only,” and fullowctl by the words, “ I am Breath, the 
knowing spirit,^’ how can Breath, tliiis inculcated by a statement 
ergotism, as the spirit of the speaker, be Brahma P For Brahma 
cannot be a speaker, as texts like the following, show, “ Without 
speech, without mind.” And the speaker complimented himself, 
hnlyjvjth virtues relating to his body, which cannot consist in 
Brahfua, os is shown by sentences like the following : 1 killed 

• Kausli. Brail. Upa. 100. ^ 

t Ibid, 102. Tlio ciUiiioii ot this passuf^e too in all the editions of the 
Uttam MimansA Bhashya sligl^ly varies from Mr. Cowclfs edition of the 
original Kaushitaki. I havelranslatcil the clUtion and not the original as 
in Mr. Co>i ells. * 
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the threo-hoaded sou of Twastri. I gavo up to tho wolvos the 
devotees in whose mouth there was u^t a singly jouud of the 
l7oda/’^ And the status of {ndra as breath is shown by his 
mightiness, for by tlio text “ lireatl^^ migjit,” is noticed fhe 
divinity which is well known to be tho lonl dl* might. And what- 
ever is held to be a deed of might, it is, they say^ J;ho work of Indra* 
And as fo his being tho Spirit^of Knowlodgo, it may alsd he 
congruous, because a divine spirit has unobstructed knowledge. 
For, they say, the divinities are of unobstructed knowledge^ 
The inculcation of an [ordinary] divine spirit boing thus 
settled, the sentences about the highest gooil are to bo aj^plied* 
to tho same as they may be fitting. Tlioreforo, Breath is not 
Brahma, because of the inculcation of tlie S2)eaker Indra *8 
spirit. 

The conjecfuro being thrown out, it is tlius rosolv(3d. •’* Verily 
in y!im is tho acme of tlici relations of self. Tln^ ndation of self 
is tho relation of tho animating soul. Tho acme or abundance 
thereof is found in this in-dwelh;r. The text, “ ^V^]lile Breath 
resides in this boily, so long is life,”t hIiows tho imlcji^ndeut 
duration and com lusion of tho life of P»’catli flowing in tho 
spirit of knowledge, — not that of any distinct inferior deity. 
Again the texff: “ In tho existence [of Breath] consists the 
suj)remo good of the pranas (or orgaus),’^J shows tliat Bjfigth is 

• Kau^lii. Brail. Ujia. 70. 

t Ibid 79. 

J Kaiish. Br. Up. 82. This tfxt wiw »»vid#*fitly iniMbikoii by tlio editor of 
the Asiatic S(K;udy’H editiiin »»f the Ultara MiitninHii Jihduhtfa for thg liui- 
giia^e of ^ankiiraelKirya himself^ iiiKtcad ofadf.tiioii from tlie KaiiHhituki. 
The wordti are variously rea^l and ifitcrprct<*d. Mr. Cowell editing the Kaa* 
shiUki read-t tfiem after SankHrunaiida thuH : 

BiitSai^arr !iurya ntidhiM com riieiitaior Goviiidunanda read them ditierently, 
^nwiwf Goviudaiiunda mipplicH the ellipMiii thus : 

UTWfwiUT I thiuk Sankaraehnrya's reading is more in hariaoiiy with the 
context, and as I am translating him, 1 ha#c rendered the passage according 
to hu citation. 
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identical with the sod, the asylum of the organs. So also 
oommoncingj^th the sentences, Breath alone is identical with 
knowledge. Having assumed ijiis body, it raiseth it up,’^ 
anJ “I^pt not onefdesirp jfco kaiow speech* let him know the 
speaker,”! it is added, “ Just as the circumference of wheel 
is placed upon tjie spokes, and the spokes upon the nave, so 
the •rudimentary elements are placed upon the rudiments of 
“prajni” [knowledge or intelligence^) and the rudiments of 
, ‘^prajiia” are placed upon prdna [Breath]. This Breath is iden- 
tical with Knowlorlgo — the Joy, the Uiidecaying, tKe Iramor- 
Thus the text concludes [the Breath] to be [the centre], 
the animating soul, of the functions of the physical organs like 
, spokes on the nave. The following conclusion “ Let one know 
tliis my souP’Si is also congruous on the comprehension of the 
animating soul, not on that of an inferior or p(ftterior body. 
And there is another text, “ Brahma is this spirit (or soul)^ all 
peroeiver.”|| Therefore, because of the abundance of relations 
to self, this is the inculoation of Brahma, not the inculcation of a* 
divino«si)irii. Why then is the spirit of the speaker inculcated P 

30 . But by the obsekv.vtiox of the Sastra, tub incul- 
cation IS LIKE THAT OF VaMADIJVA. 

The divinity ludra, looking upon his own spirit by intuitive 
pcrceptiopH iiccordiug to the Sastra ns the Supremo Spirit, and 

• Kaiwh. 83. * t Ibid, 96. 

^Kaush. 99, 100. In tlic citation of thirt pnR8a(;c a^iiiii, tbo Asiatic Society's 
edition of the Uttara Mimnnsa Bha.shya is apt to puzzle and mislead the reader. « 
The f&t part of the first sentence is, by marks of quotation, so separated from 
the second sentence, that the concluding part of the first sentence "appears as 
lam>\|kge of Sankaracharya himself. The first sentence in the above cita- 
tion l^kve rendered in the words of Mr. Cowell~the brackets alone being 
my own. 

§ Ibid, 102. 

i| Brihad 503. 

% The original is which Govinddnanda Urns exphuns; 
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[thinking in himself] “ I verily am supreme Brahma/Vleli vot- 
ed the precept, “ Enow me alone.” Like the teirtf** The Rishi 
Yaniadeva beholdiiig this, detlorod, have booome 
^the Sun too because of the\oxt,<‘ •Whoever among the gods 
awoke *to a sense of himself became the same [Brahma, tlie 
Total].”* But as to what has been ndde<l* thtft after saving 
“ Enow me alone,” Indra lauded himwlf b}' [recounting] tile 
slaughter of tlie son of Twastri &c., which wore [proofs of^ 
bodily vigour, that is to be rci>ntliated. To this it is replied f 
The narrative of the slaughter of the son of Twastri was not, 
for the laudation of Indra, set forth ns an object of knowledge, 
as if ho had said, “ Since I have done such deeds, tluu'eforo know 
me.” What then was [tlie narrative] for ? For tjie laudation 
af Enowledg^ After relating the slaughter of Twastri and 
other rash acts, as the reason, ho deducjes the laudation 
of Knowledge by his subsequent language' — viz., “ Of me, 
^[though] such a [nmnb'rous] person, not a hair lias boon in- 
jured. He who knows me, bis future bliss camiot bo Impairod 
by any act.”t The pnipr)rt of tlio sayings is this : Wlioreas 
not a hair has been injured of me, who luive bt'ccmo Brahma, 
notwithstanding that I have commit te»l such cruel deeds, tbore- 
fore whosoever else knows me, his future bliss cannot bo injured 
by any kind of action. But by the saying, “ I am Brcrttfr, tho 
knowing spirit,” Brahma alone was intended lo*b<^B<it forth 
as the object of Knowledge. Thereluro tJiis is a text rcdaliiig 
to Brahma. 

31. If you say, No ! iiecausk of thk de.votativk signs 

OF THE SOUL AND FRIMAttY BllEATlf, THEN WB HETOllT, NOjl 
BECAUSE 8 f trifle WORHHIF AND RKCAUBE TUB SAMB*(JSVlNs) 
ARE OONS^STENT HERE OWING TO ITS (PkANA’s) BEING TgB 
REFUGEE. 

Although in consequence of findi^ the acme of relations to 
self, it cannot be held as tho inculcation of a posterior (or inferior) 
* Br. Aranyaka, 215, 210. ^ t Kauah. 77. 
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divinitj^ still it cannot be held as a text of Brahma. Why 
not P BecauS^of the denotative sign of the soul, and because af 
th% denotative sign of Breath* The denotative of fixe soul 
is clearly observed ii the foMowiif^ text : “ Let not one desire^^ 
to know speech — ^lot him know the speaker, This Is a de- 

claration of the soul, affected by (active) organs such as attach- 
ment, &o., and tho director of action^ and their instruments, 
tliat it is tho object of Knowledge. So likewise tho denotative 
' f)f tho primary Breath : viz. The Breath verily, the spirit of 
^Knowledge, having assumed this body raises it.”t Now the 
assumi)tion of a body is an attribute of the primary Breath. 
Because in the discourse on Prana, referring to Speech, &o. and 
Breath, is tlje text : Breath, the most excellent said to them. 
Don’t labour under a delusion. I alone dividing myself into fiv^ 
forms [tho five vital airs] and propping up this body do support 
it,”$ Those who read tiiis passage ‘‘ assuming this body,” tlieir 
exposition would be, having assumed this soul or assemblage of 
organs, it raises it.” As to tho spirit cd* Knowledge, it is quite 
consistently applicable to the soul because of its sentience. It is 
also consistently applicable to tho primary breath, because of its 
being tho refuge of other Pranas or organs, the causes of Know- 
ledge. Again, by taking tho animating soul and the primary 
Breiftii, both tho ascertained oharacteristios of Breath and the 
Spirit of Knowledge become consistent — viz., tho characteristic of 
uuilioatiou in respect of co-existenco, and tho clniraoteristio of dis- 
tinction in essence : Thus, “ That which is Breath is tho spirit 
of SLiowledge, that which is the spirit of Knowledge is Breath. ”§ 
And, “ These two dwell together in this body, and get out to- 
geth^v,”|| But if you receive Brahma (to bo the ^signification 
of Bir&th), then what can be distinct, and from what ? Theie- 
fefre the animating soul and primary breath are either or both 
to be hero understood, not Brahma. ^ 

If the foregoing be the qbjection, we reply, Not so : because 

• KauBb. 96. t 63. J Prasna, 170. 

§ Kaush. B. Up. 86. || Kaiuh. B. Up. 88. 



of tviple worship. If suoh be the case (as jovl represenMt) then 
' q^ust there be entertained a triple wofship, worship 

of the rihimating sQpl, the worAiip of the primary Breath, and 
^the worship of Brahma. Bi^this eatiuot ^usistoutly 1)e hdld 
as the moaning of one and tlie same precept. Both from the 
exordium and the OAiiclusion, the uniformity of the pro^ogt 
js arrived at. After tl^ iutrodiwtion, “ Know me alone,** 
having added, “ I am Breath, the spirit of Knowledgtt ; wor® 
ship the same myself, as the Life ami the Tniniortal,*’ the eon-* 
elusion is — “ The same Breath is the Spirit of Knowledge, the , 
Joy, the Undccaying, the Tinmortid.” 

Thus the oxordiiiiu and the coneliisiou are found uniform. 
Then it is reasonable to take to one only object [ a;| the signi- 
§oation of the text]. Nor can the denotative of Brahma be 
applied to any otlior object, b(K?aiise the ton elemouts nncl 
the ten rudiments of Knowledgo cannot bo couHisttuitly oon- 
jigned to any other obj<?ct separate from Bralima. 

This again is foun<l to be tlio iiicuh*atioii of Brahma, lijcause 
of [Prana’s] being tho refugee, which appe^ars, as elscswln^re from 
its being in Brahma by virtue of tho deiiotatives of Brahma, so 
also here by its connection with the denotativos of Brahma, the 
supreme Bliss, <>fc. As'to the represoutation of tho denotative 
of primary Breath, “ Having assumed this body, it ruisti^it,’* 
that representation is bofl, Licauso the functions *of*[liti^rHl] 
breath too, being dependent on the Supreme Spirit, can bo as- 
cribed to the Supreme S[*irit Thus the text : “ No mortal livhs 
by inspiring or respiring breath. They live by anoUier,»in 
whom these two (inspiration and respiration) find 
And although there have b<*en sliowii ih«^ flonotativestlii th^ 
soul, in^xts like, “ L<*t not one dcsiro to know speecli, JoJ fiim 
know the s^/oaker,’* yet they do not coutrinlict the p(>8ition ot 
Brahi^ as tlie subji^i, becauso, from UixU such as ** Thou art 
the some,” ** I am Brahma,” &o., th^ soul cannot be altogether 
separate from Brahma. It is only betaking itself to dis- 
• Katha, 13S. 



tii)ption# created by* Bemblance-relations, understanding, 
that the souirt>eing in reality Brahma, is said to be agent 
patAeift. The text, ** Lot him no^esire to #kaow spe&h — ^let 
hifti know the speaker,’* ihtindea for setting forth the soul’s^ 
identity with Brahma on the abaadonmont of the distinctions 
cjpated by sembranco-relations, cannot contradict a doctrine 
which aims at turiiiug the animating soul inward to itself* 
And other texts such as, “ That which is not manifested by 
Ipoecli — which speech is tflanifested, th^^^, know thou, is 
, .verily Brahma, not tjiia which tho world worships,”* represents 
that the soul, affected by tho functions of speech, &o., is itself 
Brahma. 

As to what has been said that tho text, “ Those two dwell 
together in this body and depart together,” repjesents a disi 
tinction between Breath and Knowle<lgo, and cannot therefore 
be consistent with the doctrine of Brahma, — tliat does not vitiate 
our argument : bocause the establishment of a distinction is no|i 
inconsistent between the understanding and Breath, the reposi- 
tories of the capacities both of knowledge and action, becoming 
Bemblaneos of tho animating soul. But they aro the same, being 
essentially identical with the animating soul, the object of the 
two semblances : hence the unification is not absurd : Breach 
is itself the spirit of knowledge.” 

Or there may bo another sense in which the words [in fhe 
Sutra] ** No ! because of triple worship, and because the same 
. (signs) are consistent here, owing to its (Prana’s) being the 
refftgee,” may be expounded, as follows ; — Tho signs of the soul 
and primary Breath are not contradicted even on taking it aa 
liho iaculoation of Brahma. How ? Because of t^plo worship* 
Here a triple worship is intended to be set forth of Brahma : (1) 
j&y the attributes of Breath ; (2) By tho -attributes of Know- 
ledge ; (3) By his own spiritual attribute. There the |||ribute 
of Breath is thus expres^l : Worship [me] the life, the im- 
• Kena, 43. 
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Mortal. Life is Breath.”* « Hanng i^med this bodyj'it 
raises it ; therefore let one worship evep tliis as the [saorifioial] 
instnuuent^t Nex^the attrihate of Kuowleitgo thus After 
j^the exordium — “ Hr. shall ^plaii^ h^w fill %y«^turos« bebStUe 
unified for the st\me Knowlodgo/’ it ft *addod, ^^-Spoeoh 
Terily milked one portion thereof. For it thu name was placed 
outside 08 a rudimentary elemeut.”J “ Having mouutod*1jy 
Knowledge or Spoech, ho finds by speech all names.’*§ And 
the attributes of Brahma aro thus given : “ Verily those ten« 
rudimentary elements depend on Knowledge ; atnl the ten rudi- ' 
meuts of knowledge depend on the olomonm : from either alond ' 
no form would be acoomplislied. There is no division of this ^ 
union ; just as the oiroumferenco of a wheel is placed upon the ( 
^spokes, and the spokes upo#tlio nave, so the rudiiiheiitary ole- 
ments are placed upon the rudiments of knowledge, and tho 
rud^outs of knowl(*dge are placed upon Breath. This Breath 
is verily knowledge, &c.”|| Thorelbro tho one worship of 
Brahma is hero iutciidcMl to be set forth as triple, by tho attri- 
butes of these two somblancos and Ills own attribute. * Else- ' 
where too, the worship of Brahma has been su[>portod by attri- 
butes of the semblance [soul] 8iu*h as “ inei>tal” breath- 
bodied”1f (i. e, having breath for its body). And here also the 
Siune is joined, because of the unify of signification comprobimdod 
from the exordium and conclusion of the text, aml4jy*tliu com- 
prehension of the deiiotjitivcs of Breath, Knowh^dgo and Brahma* 
Therefore it is proved that tliis is the inc;nb;atiou of Brahms* 
Here ends tho first iSecticm of the first Chapter of San^orfi- * 
oharya’s Sariraka Miiudusu Bliashya. 

• Kaush. Brfth. Up. 78. t U«‘l» 83. i 

{ Had, 89. ^ The rea4ling in the Mirndnsd Bhrubya is 

08 In the Kaushitaki, Asiatic s edition. As I am iratislatiDg 

the Bhdflhyift, 1 have rendered it ** becunie unified,*’ instead of adopting Mr. 
CoweA ** are also absorbed.” * 

§ Ibid, 91. Here I have availed myselCof Mr. Cowell's iranslaiion”. 

II Ibid, 98-100. 1 have here again adopted tho translation of Mr. CowelL 
^ Chhandogya, 903. 
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* SECTION 2. CHAPTER L 

• 

^beisanoe to^Se Stoprepa^Spirilf! In tbe Ist Section, it has 
been declared that Bralinia is the cause of the production^ &o. of 
the whole uuiYers^ beginning with i^kusa. The pervadingness^ 
etBniity, omniscience, all-spiritcdness (or identity with the Total) 
^nd similar attributes have tn^en virtually declared. Some 
^^oubtfnl sentences have been decided as having Brahma for 
their purport by setting forth reasons for expounding certain 
words, which had o!lior significations in common parlance, as 
, having Brahma for their object. There are other sentences again, 
not clearly denoting Brahma, and giving occasion to the doubt : 
Are they expositions of Brahma, of have they any other mean- 
ing ? For the settlement of such doulAs the and 3id 
Seotions axe undertaken. 

1. BeCAOSB of the WRLI.-KNOWN INSTRUCTION EVBRYWHERB. 

Thus is it said in the Veda : ‘‘ This total verily is Brahma, 
being produced from it, being absorbed into it, and living in 
it. Thus lot the tranquillized person worsliip. Now persona 
are full of aims. According to his aim in this world, so does 
a perbem departing from tliis (world), become. Let him fofm 
his aim, *|^thu8^ mental, broath-bodied &c.”* Hero then tl^e 
doubt : Is an embodied spirit sot forth as an object of wor- 
ship under the attributes “ mental'* &c. ? Or is it the Su- 
preme Brahma? What then is arrived at? An embodied 
[spirit]. Why ? Because his relation, as tho ruler of acts and 
o&gai)g^ to the mind &o., is well known, but not of the Supreme 
Brahiha. So say the texts, Without breath, without mind, pure 
But in the text, tfa|| Total is Brahma,” is not Brahma 
got at by its own expression ? .Then why is the conjecture of 
an embodied spirit being tho object of worship ? This is no 
&ult. This text is not intended as an injunction to the wor- 
• Glihandogya, 201--m t Miindaka, 287. 
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Whoreforo theiiP m 

tranqoillitj. Wkeieas this totalns BsiJunty bei^ 
fix)iu ity absorbed ii^to and IMng in it^ tlm^tfore, I 

^quillised, let one worship. Ata betomea tflepteq»ort 
the wlwle of this production of modiflmtions is BrahmaT 
because of production from it, absorption into it,nind liyhigi^' 
it, and whereas the whole Inking one, there con bo no 
ments or afftH^tions, therefore, being tranquillised, let onp 
worship. Now the text being an injunction to tranquillity, pi 
oanuot be made to onlaiu the worship of Brahma. A worship 
is indeed enjoined by the words, Ijet liim form his aim.’^ 
Aim or purpose moans contemplation. But its objoot is laid 
with the doiiotatives of tlie nniniiitiitg Soul, Mental, breathy 
^odied.” Tlierefore, we say, this worsliip has the animating 
soul for its object. The VcmHc phrases “ All-doer, all desiror^^^ 
imUfaie also by their equivalents or synonyms the aiiimatiag 
^iil as the objoct .0 The following text also idoalissos, not the 
unlimited Brnbma, but the animating soul, like the extremity 
of a pencil in dimension, httving the heart for its looda, and 
being small os an atom : vix. “ This my spirit witliin my 
heart is smaller than a <;c»ni or barley/*t But is not tho phraae 


“ superior to the' earth,' ^ likewise, no id( .J of a limitod sub- 
stance ? To this we say, that smallness (/. c. inferiority^ and 
superiority cannot both simultaneously find pli^ ill ^ho same 
thing, because it would involve a cofitriulietioii. As one of the 
two can only bo reendved, it is prop<*r to take that wliieli is first 
found, namely, siuallness. As for superiority, that will ^|and 
for tho requirement of tho Brahma status. But it being settled^ 
that the animating soul is the }>ur[><jrt of the text hore^ thp 
celebration ot Brahma in the sequel, yiz. “ This is Branzaa,'* 
is al^ to be held os having the aiiiinating soul for its purpoft^ 
beepuse that is the pro[icr object of investigation here. Thero<^ 
fore by ^'.e attributes pf mental,” the animating sopl if 
set forth here as the objeot of worship. 

* Chbandogi’a, 205. ^ t Cbhandegyo, 



Ye^io sentenoeft is amved at hj ddb SnA 
So heroi the qualities desired to he Httcared, whit^lure dtB’l^p^ 
• eboepteHj for the purpose of ^efotion, nasi^^^the ptursdlM^ 
,^th and the rest are consisteSt in Si§ Supi^m^ BrahnAb. iBA 
pursuit' after truth is idealized in the Supreme Spirit, Vteause 
it has no capacity for obstruction in citation, ^iilerTatio]|i^,<||[g^ 
absorption. As a quality of the supreme Supreme who is a ** spmt 
devoid of sin,*’ this is observed — “ truih-desiriiig, truth«iutedf 
ding.”* ** Akasa-s^irited,” i^e. meaning one whoso spirit is 1S$| 
Ak^a. Because of the attributes of nil pervasion, &o. Brra^ 
ma’s likeness to Akfisa becomes reasonable. Superior to the 
earth,” &c., this also shows the same. If [Ak^isa^spirited] am 
construed to signify one wlioso spirit is Akiap, even that 
l|rouId*be reasonable. Brahma, the cause of the whole uni- 
verse, and identical with the Tt>tal, has the attribute of Ak&sa- 
spirkted. Therefore “ All-doer,” &o. Thus qualities intended 
be set forth, as of an obj(^t of worsliip [/. c, all desirable quali* 
ties] become consistent in Brahma hero. 

As to what has bccn%ai<l that ** Mental, Breath-bodied,” ifl 
Ui jotative of the animating soul, and that it is not oougruoufl 
in Brahma, we assert even that is c*ongr nous in Brahma. Be- 
cause of his ideufity with the Total, the aitribuios mental” 
d:C|| which arc connected with the animating soul, become also 
(xpineoted with Brahma. Thus the S'ruti uii^^Mnmi'* both de- 
clare about Brahma : Tliou art female, them also male. Thou 
art a boy, thou also a girl. Thou walkest as a decrepit bjf a 
staff, thou becomest also a (now) born (babe), thy fac.*o on all 
Bidc8.”t Ue has hands aii<l feet ou all sides, he has eyes, heads 
and faces on all sides, he has ears on all sides. He romaiqi^ tUb 
world, covering the Total.”} ** Verily without breath, vi^iS^out 
nun^ limpid,” this text has reference to pure Brahma. But the 
text ” MenSl, breath-bodiei^’ has reference to a qualified Brah- 
ma. This is the distinctiouT Therefore we arrive at theioon- 
* Cbhsndogja 59A; f ^6wetaswaUra, 336. 343. } Ibid 331. 
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elusion ^hat because pf Consistenoy with the qualities intendea 
io*be e^t forffe, tiie fiupwme Brahma himself is here inouloated 
us ^n pbject of wojship. 


3. ^BuT BEOAU^ dP INCONGRUITY, NOT THE EMBOIglED. 

The preceding Sutra showed the consistenoy in Brahma of the 
qi^ities intended to bo set forth. In the present sutra is shown 
IJie incongruity of the same with the embodied (soul). The 
*SVord “ but” is for the purpose of ascertaining [tlie distinction 
bd^eon the two]. According to the argument already eat> 
pressed, Brahma is verily endowed with the qualities “ Men- 
tal” &c., but the embodied soul is not endowed with the quoli- 
tieS Mental” &o., because the qualities of “ trutli-intoiitioned,” 
Ak&sa-spinted,” speechless” [or uiispeaking and without 
organs] “unaffected” (/. without desires or* attachments), 
“ superior to the oartli,” and similar otlier qualities 
not consistently be aj)plied to tlio embodied (soul). “Eui^ 
bodied” means existing in the body. But is not God also 
oxistefat in tlio body I* True it is, lie is in the body, but 
Ho is not in the body only : because his pervadingness is • 
tioned in the Veda, “ Superior to earth,” “ superior to the sky, 
“ extending everywhere like Akasa,” “ eternal.^ But the em- 
bodied soul remains only in the body : because it lias no exis* 
tenoe el8swlni.v^ than the body, the site of its passion [tf e» 
enjoyment or sJiffe» ing] , 


Because aT^eo of the implied befreskntation of the 
c 

ODJECT AND THE AGENT. 

Hence also the embodied lias not tUo qualities of “ Mental” 
&o.,v* BCjcause there is the* implied representation of the otjeot 
and iSmgent ; thus “ Having departed from hence 1 shall attain 
“ This one,” that is, the real spirit, endowed with the 
|Meutal” 4&0., and the ol|^t of worship, is by implioa- 
eutbd as the object^i^thc I'bjcct to bo reached. ./* I 
attain” means in other words “ 1 have reached.” But where 

■ i. 
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